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ABSTRACT
The Relationship Between Motivating Language and Servant Leadership (December 2018)
Sandra Gutierrez-Wirsching, MBA, Texas A&M International University;
Chair of Committee: Dr. Jacqueline R. Mayfield

The purpose of this study is to contribute to servant leadership’s empirical research.
Specifically, this study aims to provide empirical validation of the relationship between servant
leadership and selected organizational outcomes, such as employee performance, employee
turnover, job satisfaction, and absenteeism. Additionally, it is of interest to investigate how
leader oral communication affects these relationships. Communication plays an important role in
servant leadership. Since it is not clear what kind of relationship exist between servant leadership
and motivating language, four competing models were tested in this study to find the best fit and
demonstrate what kind of role communication plays in influencing positive behaviors and
attitudes and whether communication plays an important role. Data was collected from two
countries, namely the U.S. and India, to understand whether the relationship between servant
leadership and motivating language is generalizable across cultures, or if it varies from country
to country.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The study of leadership can be traced back to Plato. Today, there is an entire field of
study devoted to leadership. Leadership research has slowly shifted from studying leaders’
characteristics to studying a much more diverse set of variables which include “followers, peers,
supervisors, work setting/context, and culture … [and] is depicted in various models as dyadic,
shared, relational, strategic, global, and a complex social dynamic” (Avolio et al., 2009, p. 423).
Although much has been accomplished in the understanding of leadership, and many theories
and taxonomies have brought light to its importance, there are still many gaps in research
regarding the influence that a leader has on his/her followers. This understanding is of paramount
importance since one of the most valuable resources a company can possess are its employees.
Therefore, it is important to study how leadership can influence employees in order to achieve
desired organizational outcomes that would lead to the health and prosperity of any organization.
History is depicted by the continuous use and abuse of power (Laub, 1999). Today,
organizations are fraught with ethical scandals, and “problems such as bullying leadership, toxic
emotions, social isolation and alienation in the workplace, and the violation of employees’
psychological well-being and work-life balance” (Sendjaya et al., 2008, p. 402). Organizations
are in dire need of leadership that fosters ethics, service and the development of a workforce that
feels connected to a common organizational vision (Page and Wong, 2000).
Research has shown that command and control leadership, where subordinates are seen
as means to an end and where the leader is deemed more important than the follower, and
motivation initiatives that use “carrots and sticks”, may be ineffective in many settings (Pink,
__________
This dissertation follows the model of Human Performance.
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2009, p. 10). There are limited occasions in which command and control leadership may
be adequate, such as when the required behavior is specific and clear, like timely arrival to the
workplace. However, in other instances, command and control leadership may lead to lack of
innovation and a dependence on leadership-mandated decisions which can result in lack of
“independent thought and action that can help meet the challenges of the future” (Graham, 1998,
p. 154).
Additionally, it is stated that “habituated subordination in low level positions tends to
lead to docility and loss of critical thinking capacity” (Graham, 1991, p. 111). These
observations are especially important for organizations that need to retain their human talent,
foster better performance, and influence job satisfaction. In order to achieve a “higher standard
of leadership” one must focus on service instead of power (Nair, 1994, p. 59). Consequently, an
alternative leadership style that truly nurtures employee growth and delivers the desired
organizational results should be examined. In order to achieve a management style that promotes
ethics, focuses on employee needs, and fosters innovation, the leadership style must be “rooted
in ethical and caring behavior” (van Dierendonck, 2011, p. 1228). And to achieve sustainable
competitive advantage, leadership should be able to “integrate people” (Becker and Huselid,
2006, p.4). Great part of the success of a company depends on its leaders’ abilities to direct
people.
Servant leadership can be an appropriate leadership style to retain, develop, engage and
satisfy highly productive employees. Greenleaf (1977) coined the term servant leadership.
Greenleaf holds that in order to become a servant-leader the leader must begin by being a servant
himself. A leader must have the desire to serve. His most salient quote about servant leadership
is as follows:
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“The Servant-Leader is servant first . . . It begins with the natural feeling
that one wants to serve, to serve first. Then conscious choice brings one to
aspire to lead . . . The best test, and difficult to administer is this: Do those
served grow as persons? Do they, while being served, become healthier,
wiser, freer, more autonomous, and more likely themselves to become
servants? And, what is the effect on the least privileged in society? Will they
benefit, or at least not further be harmed?” (p.13)
Although Greenleaf did not provide a precise definition of servant leadership, it is clear that
followers are the main focus of this leadership style. Servant leaders “aspire to fulfill the
physical, spiritual, and emotional needs of others” (Birkenmeier et al, 2003, p. 376). Their
servanthood is not only concerned with their subordinates’ development, but it also extends to
customers and communities (Greenleaf, 1996). One of the main goals of servant leadership is to
develop employees in such way that they become more autonomous and independent of the
leader. By modeling this servanthood, employees become servant leaders themselves (Spears,
2002). Research has proven that there is a relationship between servant leadership and higher
performance (Liden et al. 2014; Liden et al., 2008; Harwiki, 2013; van Dierendonk 2011;
Jaramillo et al. 2009a), job satisfaction (Mayer et al., 2008), lower absenteeism (Rauch, 2007),
and lower turnover intention (Jaramillo et al. 2009b).
Even though the servant leadership concept was introduced in 1970, only beginning to
gain acceptance in the early 90s (Johnson, 2008), there are gaps in the literature and construct
misinterpretations. For example, despite the fact that much has been theorized about what
servant leadership is, there is less literature and evidence on what it does (Howell, 2013).
Another problem with the understanding of servant leadership is that it is often misinterpreted as
passive behavior (Johnson, 2008). However, concern for employees’ wellbeing does not equate
to submission or lack of power. Spears (2002) claims servant leaders know when to use the
correct amount of power and when to use the word “no”. The idea behind servant leadership is
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that it does not surrender power but “generously share[s]” it (Molyneaux, 2003, p. 360). It may
also be difficult to see the servant as a leader or the leader as a servant, and can be easy to
interpret this leadership as being paradoxical in nature (Howell, 2013). Van Dierendonk (2011)
clarifies that researchers have focused on the serving characteristic of this type of leadership,
magnifying the emphasis on employees’ wellbeing, but have neglected the leadership aspect,
where the leader provides direction and knows exactly the direction in which the organization
should be taken. Servant leadership is not just about compassionate management; there is also a
strong interest in performance achieved through employee development. If performance was not
factored in the equation, there would be no organization to be led. Hence, it can be deduced that
if servant leaders focus on employees’ wellbeing instead of the organization’s prosperity, the
organization’s profitability and achievements can be negatively affected. Yet financially
successful servant-led institutions have been documented, such as Synovus Financial
Corporation, TDIndustries, SAS Institute, Zappos, Walgreens, Container Stores, The Toro
Company, Men’s Warehouse, ServiceMaster Company, Starbucks, and Southwest Airlines, to
name a few (Patterson, 2003; Syverson 2009; Wong and Davey, 2007; Hamilton, 2005).
Another factor that has been overlooked in servant leadership research is the role that
communication plays in enhancing the organizational outcomes theorized by Greenleaf (1977).
A leader’s ability to communicate has always been valuable. Although many researchers have
focused on communication in the form of oratory skills or collective communication, little
attention has been paid to dyadic leader-subordinate communication (de Vries et al., 2010).
Dyadic communication is between only two individuals, in this case, the leader and the
subordinate. It is through such communication that leaders can convey their messages, direction,
instructions, appraisals, re-direction, agreeableness, displeasure, etc. It is also known that servant
leaders (in order to better serve their subordinates) use one-on-one communication to assess their
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development needs (Liden et al, 2008) and to form a better dyadic relationship with each of their
followers. Still, only a few studies document the important role communication plays in servant
leadership (e.g. Bakar and McCaan, 2016; Rennaker, 2008; Hu and Liden, 2011). Bakar and
McCaan (2016) find that one particular form of communication, bicara (attributed to Malaysia
where the study was conducted), positively and significantly mediates the effect servant
leadership has on organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). Rennaker (2008) analyzes the
communicative patterns of servant leaders, but uses the same characteristics of servant leaders,
listening and persuasion, to analyze the leader’s communication style. Hu and Liden (2011) also
find that servant leadership acts as a moderator between goal and process clarity and team
potency. This illustrates how embedded effective communication can be in servant leadership.
Mayfield and Mayfield (2010) highlight that the quality level of leader communication is
significantly related to “critical organizational outcomes [such] as job satisfaction, innovation,
attendance, retention, loyalty, and performance” (p. 407). Even though communication is an
important element of any type of leadership, there is scant empirical evidence of how
communication can enhance the attributes of servant leadership.
There is a pressing need to understand what kind(s) of more generalizable
communication style(s) can be used by servant leaders in order to influence and reach the desired
organizational outcomes for the benefit of the organization. This study proposes Motivating
Language as a viable communication style that can enhance the positive effects servant leaders
have on employees’ performance, retention, and job satisfaction. Motivating Language Theory
(MLT) developed by Sullivan (1988) posits there are three roles of language a leader can
strategically use in order to better communicate and transmit the company’s vision and values
(Mayfield et al. 2015), foster employees’ improved performance and job satisfaction (Mayfield
et al. 1998) and positively influence their intent to stay (Mayfield and Mayfield, 2006), among
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many other benefits. These roles are namely direction giving language, meaning making
language, and empathetic language (Mayfield et al. 2015).
Direction giving language is the most predominant type of speech from the leader to the
follower and intends to reduce ambiguity, confusion, and uncertainty, and to make employees
more knowledgeable (Mayfield et al. 1998). This language role provides guidance to employees
and clarifies the activities that need to be completed in order to reach a particular goal. It also
clarifies what roles the employee plays in the organization. An example of a leader using
direction giving language can be the communication of a particular strategy that needs to be
followed, which is so specific that it includes the “processes, time frames, and what will be
gained as a result of excellent performance” (Mayfield et al. 2015, p. 100).
Meaning making language illustrates the norms of the company that in turn become the
culture of the organization itself (Holmes, 2012). It also emphasizes how meaningful the
employee is to the organization (Mayfield et al. 2015). This can be expressed through the use of
metaphors, symbols, rituals and stories. For example, when a leader tells a story of how an
outstanding employee was able to successfully accomplish a difficult goal, s/he is not only
talking about the history of the company, but also encouraging a particular type of behavior.
Because behavior shapes the culture of the organization, when the leader uses meaning making
speech, s/he is reinforcing the culture itself. A leader can also advise the employee about which
behaviors are acceptable, which are expected, and which are unacceptable for the organization.
Furthermore, s/he can provide further support about how to behave in particular settings and with
different kinds of people. Similarly, a leader can clarify why the employee’s role is vital for the
organization, and how important it is to perform it well in order to make a meaningful
contribution to the organization’s goals. Meaning making language is also vital in the presence
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of organizational change (Mayfield et al., 2015). The dynamic and complex environment that a
company faces may change its course or strategy. Through meaning making language, the leader
can make sense of unexpected changes in the organization and offer support for employees’
adaptation.
Empathetic language focuses on the humanistic side of the leader towards his/her
employees (Mayfield et al. 2015). By showing compassion in times of despair and verbally
communicating support to an employee, the leader is using empathetic language. Empathetic
language can also be used to praise employees’ achievements. In other words, the use of emotion
and “humanistic expressions” (p. 44) can serve as a connection between leaders and followers,
which will result in the creation of an emotional bond between the two (Holmes, 2012). Using
empathetic language, the leader can express how the company values employees as human
beings, instead of mere tangible assets.
There are four critical assumptions that have to be met in order for motivating language
to serve its purpose: To help leaders nurture motivation, as well as employee and organizational
welfare, via oral communication, and to “bridge the gap between leader intent and organizational
outcomes through verbal articulation” (Mayfield and Mayfield, 2012, p. 357). First, the leader
has to match his/her words with his/her actions, in other words s/he must lead by example.
Second, the three categories will cover most of the oral communication from the leader to the
follower. Third, although motivating language only addresses communication from leader to
employee, it is assumed that the employee understands the intended messages that the leader is
sending. And fourth, the three types of speech have to be strategically combined (as opposed to
using a factor subset) in order to optimally achieve desired outcomes (Mayfield and Mayfield,
2012; Sullivan, 1988).
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Motivating language can serve as an effective communication style for servant leaders.
There are many parallels between both theories. Together, they could have the potential of
augmenting organizational desired outcomes necessary for the survival of the same one. Just like
empathetic language shows genuine concern for employees and willingness to help them, servant
leaders sincerely care about the development of each employee and their main focus is on
employees’ wellbeing. The same way meaning making language’s purpose is to show how
meaningful the employee is to the organization, servant leadership states that employees are at
the heart of the organization and therefore need to be treated as the most valuable assets. And
inasmuch direction giving language clarifies the assignments and roles an employee has to
assume, servant leaders try to provide the necessary resources so the employee can perform
his/her job properly. As a result, it is clear to see that servant leadership and motivating language
intersect in true compassion, genuine care, and commitment to subordinates’ success. Moreover,
there is one more reason to believe servant leadership and motivating language together can
positively enhance employee outcomes: they both assert a leader should “walk the talk” and
bring meaning to work (Spears, 1998; Mayfield and Mayfield, 2012).
It is proposed that combined, servant leadership and motivating language will have a
positive significant impact on employee performance, employee turnover, job satisfaction, and
absenteeism. These organizational outcomes are crucial to every company’s success. For
example, Cascio and Boudreau (2011) delve into the economic value of job performance, the
high cost of turnover rates, the positive relationship between job satisfaction and financial
performance, and the high cost of absenteeism, and propose quantitative measures to evaluate
these variables. They analyze the economic value of job performance, providing a measure for
quantifying each employee’s contribution in terms of productivity, and conclude that a high
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variation in performance can hinder the profitability of organizations (assuming there are highly
talented employees in the organization to begin with). To highlight how costly turnover rate can
be, Cascio and Boudreau (2011) measure separation costs, replacement costs, training costs, the
difference in performance between leavers and their replacements, the cost of lost productivity
and the cost of lost business. Notably, the cost of losing talent and replacing it can be detrimental
to any company. The authors also acknowledge how important job satisfaction is and how this
one has a positive impact on service climate, this in turn improves employee performance, thus
affecting customer loyalty, and as a result, there can be incremental financial outcomes. They
point out that the factors that affect employees’ satisfaction, besides economic security, are
work-life fit, climate of respect, autonomy, supervisor task support, and job challenge and
learning. Finally, they affirm absenteeism can be very costly, if the costs associated with
managing absenteeism problems, the costs of substitute employees, and the costs of reduced
quantity and quality of work outputs are taken into consideration (Cascio and Boudreau, 2011).
It is also possible that employee job satisfaction, performance, and intent to stay
influence each other. Judge et al. (2001) find that job satisfaction has a positive relationship on
job performance. Moreover, Lum et al. (1998) also find that there is a negative relationship
between job satisfaction and turnover intention. Because these organizational outcomes have a
high degree of interrelation and can determine the success or failure of any organization, it is of
utmost importance to investigate them.
Purpose of the Study
According to Barbuto & Wheeler (2006), there has been disproportionally more
theoretical rather than empirical research in regards to servant leadership. In order to address this
issue, the purpose of this study is to contribute to servant leadership’s empirical research.
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Specifically, this study aims to provide empirical validation of the relationship between servant
leadership and selected organizational outcomes, and to investigate how leader oral
communication affects this relationship. Greenleaf (1977) and Spears (1998) claim
communication plays an important role in servant leadership. Since it is not clear what kind of
relationship exists between servant leadership and motivating language, four competing models
will be tested in this study to find the best fit and demonstrate what kind of role communication
plays in influencing positive behaviors and attitudes and whether communication plays an
important role.
The first model tests the independent relationships between servant leadership and the
dependent variables of employee performance, employee turnover, job satisfaction, and
absenteeism, as well as the independent relationships of motivating language with the
aforementioned dependent variables. This model has the purpose of evaluating whether each
relationship with organizational desired outcomes is equally strong. If both these relationships
are stronger when compared to relationships in other models, this could signify that motivating
language may not have an influence on servant leadership.
The second model tests motivating language as a mediator between servant leadership
and organizational outcomes. This model asserts that servant leadership influences motivating
language, which in turn has a significant influence on organizational outcomes. In other words,
motivating language will explain the relationship between servant leadership and positive
organizational outcomes. The expectation that oral communication is essential in servant
leadership can be tested with this model.
The third model proposes motivating language as a partial mediator between servant
leadership and organizational outcomes. Partial mediation occurs when the path from servant
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leadership to organizational outcomes is reduced in absolute size but it is still different from zero
when motivating language is introduced as a mediator (Baron and Kenny, 1986). This model
will be tested because of the possibility that certain servant leadership traits cannot be
transmitted through oral communication. For example, a servant leader “walks the talk” (Spears,
1998, p. 63) and leads by example. Thus, some behaviors and attitudes may be influenced by
communication, but others may be influenced by example – hence the partially mediating role
between servant leadership and desired organizational outcomes.
Finally, the relationship between servant leadership and positive organizational outcomes
is analyzed with motivating language acting as a moderator. In this model, motivating language
is a third variable affecting the strength of the correlation between servant leadership and
organizational outcomes. Hence, this model supposes that motivating language can strengthen
the relationships between servant leadership and organizational outcomes by providing the
appropriate conditions in which servant leadership can flourish.
In sum, testing these four competing models enhances our understanding of the
relationship between servant leadership and motivating language and uncovers potential
beneficial outcomes. Additionally, there is a need for cross-cultural studies in order to see if this
type of leadership is generalizable or if its impact varies with certain countries/cultures. Thus,
this study seeks to unveil differences in cross-cultural settings. For this reason, two countries,
namely, the U.S. and India are studied. It is expected there will be differences in perception of
servant leadership and motivating language between the two countries. This is important because
it has been proven that culture effects business behaviors (Chui, et al. 2002). Culture has been
defined by Hofstede and Hosfstede (1991) as “the collective programming of the mind which
distinguishes the members of one group or category of people from those of another” (p. 5). As
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previously mentioned, these mental programs can determine behavior. It is of interest to this
study how servant leadership and motivating language are embraced in different cultural settings.
These differences could be key in tailoring training programs in servant leadership and
motivating language. This comparison also has a pragmatic importance.
The U.S. and India economies are becoming more and more intertwined. India is one of
the world’s fastest growing economies. The U.S. and India’s bilateral trade in goods and services
amounts to more than $100 billion, generating prosperity in both countries. The U.S. is the fifth
largest source of FDI in India, and India’s FDI presence in the U.S. is emerging. To the U.S.,
India is not only a supplier of talent, but also a consumer of American goods. Therefore, it is
vital to understand the managerial practices of both countries in order to maximize productivity
and generate a high ROI. Thus, the analysis of how these countries react to both servant
leadership and motivating language could potentially reveal how to better conduct their business
relationships.
Significance
The significance of this study is to add to the empirical research and contribute to the
knowledge of servant leadership and motivating language captured by organizational outcomes
such as employee performance, employee turnover, job satisfaction, and absenteeism. For
practice, deeper understanding of servant leadership, including its potential relationship with
motivating language, can lead to a template for training servant leaders in the use of motivating
language in order to obtain desired organizational outcomes.
Research questions
The following research questions assess whether there are strong relationships between
servant leadership and desired organizational outcomes, as well as a strong relationships between
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motivating language and the same attitudes and behaviors. Then, mediation and partial mediation
are examined, to see whether all servant leadership behaviors can be transmitted through oral
communication or if some are only influenced by example. Additionally, motivating language is
tested as a moderator of the relationship of servant leadership and organizational outcomes, in
order to see whether or not motivating language provides a supporting context for servant
leadership behaviors to flourish. Finally, the comparison of both samples sheds light of whether
or not there is generalizability between two different cultures.
With these questions, I seek to gain insights into the relational importance between oral
communication and servant leadership, especially a type of oral communication that resembles
and abides by all the principles of servant leadership.
1. Are there significant relationships between servant leadership and employee
performance, employee turnover, job satisfaction, and absenteeism?
2. Are there significant relationships between motivating language and employee
performance, employee turnover, job satisfaction, and absenteeism?
3. Can motivating language mediate the relationship between servant leadership and
employee performance, employee turnover, job satisfaction, and absenteeism?
4. Can motivating language partially mediate the relationships between servant leadership
and employee performance, employee turnover, job satisfaction, and absenteeism?
5. Can motivating language moderate the relationship between servant leadership and
employee performance, employee turnover, job satisfaction, and absenteeism?
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6. Will results be similar or different in the U.S. and India? In other words, how
generalizable is the relationship between servant leadership, motivating language, and the
target outcomes within the two contexts?
The rest of this dissertation is organized as follows. First, there will be a review of the
literature and the proposed hypotheses; next the methodology will be explained; then results will
be shared and explained; and finally, concluding remarks and recommendations will be given.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND HYPOTHESES
Traditionally, managers have been considered good leaders if they could follow and
implement the four functions of management theorized by Henri Fayol (1916), namely, planning,
organizing, directing, and controlling (Hill, 2008). However, leadership is much more than
acting on specific functions. It is said that there are as many definitions of leadership as there are
leaders (Northouse, 2010). Nonetheless, in need of a specific definition, Northouse (2010)
defined leadership as “a process whereby an individual influences a group of individuals to
achieve a common goal” (p.3.)
Throughout the years, there have been many currents of theorized leadership styles.
These can mainly be divided in four schools of thought: trait, behavioral,
contingency/situational, and values-based transformational theories (Hill, 2008; Trivers, 2009,
Braye, 2000).
Trait theories posit that leaders possess certain innate specific qualities that make them
exceptional leaders and therefore they are destined to lead (Hill, 2008). Behavioral theories focus
not on specific qualities, but in the behaviors (what leaders do) needed in order to become a great
leader (Hill, 2008). One of the most popular behavioral theories is Theory X and Theory Y
proposed by McGregor (1960). These theories address how leaders perceive employee behavior.
Theory X postulates that employees are lazy and therefore need to be closely monitored. Theory
Y on the other hand, assumes employees have potential and can be given responsibility. This last
theory focuses employee development (Washington, 2007). Situational/contingency theories
claim that there is no right leadership style, but that it is contingent upon different variables such
as environment, situation, people, and organization (Hill, 2008). Finally, values-based theories
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emphasize the relationship of the leader with the follower, and the sharing of ideas, processes,
goals, and “meaning in our organizational and personal pursuit” (Hill, 2008, p. 16). Scholars who
advocate values based theories agree that these leadership styles “have something unique…that
transcends the situation and remain constant despite the contingencies” (Hill, 2008 p. 17). This
uniqueness is derived from values such as ethics and morality which are instilled by the leader
and remain constant regardless of the situation.
With the exception of values-based theories, most of leadership theories focus on the
leader (Hayden, 2011) and see employees only as means to an end (Howell, 2013). However,
these theories disregard that followers must choose to follow (Howell, 2013), and that leader and
follower relationships are mutually dependent: leaders need followers and followers need
leaders. For instance, the Hawthorne studies show that employees react in a positive manner to
respect and attention (Laub, 1999). Yet, the most predominant flaw leaders exhibit is their
inefficiency to work with people (Wong and Davey, 2007).
Thus, new leadership theories include a more humane component, because it is through
employees that goals are met. Organizations can be restructured or reengineered in order to
become more effective and competitive, but if human capital is not being considered, this
effectiveness will not last long (Page and Wong, 2000). Restructuring the organization and its
tasks becomes futile if the people who form it are not taken into account. Effective processes and
systems can only be performed if people who implement them are effective themselves (Page
and Wong, 2000). Pfeffer (1998) concluded that "successful organizations understand the
importance of implementation, not just strategy, and, moreover, recognize the crucial role of
their people in this process" (p.16); thus, profitability can be linked to the humane treatment of
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employees (Foster, 2000). Therefore, there has been a shift “from profit-driven to person-driven
leadership” (Howell, 2013, p. 3).
This focus on people has also brought organizational changes. For example,
organizations have come to realize that too many layers of management stifle initiative and
creativity, thus, giving rise to an organization that cannot respond to changes in the environment
in a timely manner (Spears, 1995). Therefore, organizations have become flatter and more
collaborative moving away from autocracy and bureaucracy (Trivers, 2009). Collaboration is
replacing the competitive behaviors (Senge, 1995). Once competition goes outside the window,
equality becomes part of the organization; as Peter Drucker (1993) augured, the future of the
organization is that of “an organization of equals” (p. 7).
Scholars have recently acknowledged there was a pressing need for shifting the
leadership focus. Wong and Davey (2007) recognize that new leadership competencies are
needed in order to manage “the social/emotional/spiritual capital” (p. 1). Furthermore, the
support provided to employees should extend far beyond “the formal employment contract”
(Liden et al, 2008 p. 163). Nair (1994) claims, “as long as power dominates our thinking about
leadership, we cannot move toward a higher standard of leadership; we must place service at the
core” (p. 59). Laub (1999) proposed that a “new leadership is needed: [one] that is rooted in our
most ethical and moral teaching; [one] that works because it is based on how people need to be
treated, motivated and led” (p. 7). Van Dierendonck and Patterson (2010) also asserted “the ideal
of a heroic, hierarchical-oriented leader with primacy to shareholders has quickly been replaced
by a view on leadership that gives priority to stewardship, ethical behavior and collaboration
through connecting to other people” (p. 3). This leadership style should be based on work and
community (Williams, 2012; Page and Wong, 2000).
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There is also evidence that organizations are shifting towards being more team-oriented
(Elizondo, 2011). Therefore, the leader should involve others in the decision making process, be
involved in the development of people, behave in an ethical and caring manner and serve
multiple stakeholders (including their communities), while maintaining the quality of the
organization (Trivers, 2009). Additionally, compassion is an important component necessary in
order to manage a team-oriented organization. Michael Ray and Michelle Myers, talking about a
Stanford business course that involves creativity, state, “ if business has discovered the
importance of intuition in this decade, we predict that it will next discover the importance of
compassion” (Rieser, 1995 p. 57). Finally, Northouse (2010) sees leadership as a reciprocal
responsibility between the leaders and the followers, and he states “…leadership is not the sole
responsibility of a leader but rather emerges from the interplay between leaders and followers”
(p. 187).
Although this shift from a profit-driven to a people-driven approach has proven to be
necessary, there is still insufficient research that focuses on the “domain of positive
organizational scholarship” and the study of “positive human potential” (Cameron et al. 2003, p.
4). Positive human potential is comprised of “enablers such as processes and capabilities;
motivators such as unselfishness, altruism, contribution without regard to self; and outcomes
such as vitality, meaningfulness, and high quality relationships” (Cameron et al. 2003, p. 4).
Instead, scholarly research focuses more on competition and profitability (Cameron et al., 2003).
Hence, much remains to be discovered on the capabilities of leaders and employees to engage in
positive behaviors (Liden et al. 2008). By researching a more humane style of leadership, there is
an opportunity to tap into an underdeveloped research area and contribute to an unmet need for
analyzing positive leadership behaviors.
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At the same time, this study aims at highlighting the importance of communication in
leadership. For example, high quality relationships and finding meaningfulness at work cannot
be accomplished without a proper communication style. Although many scholars have
highlighted the centrality of communication in leadership, few studies have operationalized “the
communication styles leaders use in their daily transactions with subordinates… [and] even
fewer have attempted to find out what the relations are of these communication styles with
general leadership styles and outcome variables” (de Vries et al., 2010, p. 367). Therefore, this
study seeks to unveil whether or not a particular communication style (motivating language) can
be matched to a particular leadership style (servant leadership), and whether this paring can yield
better organizational outcomes such as lower employee turnover intention, increased job
satisfaction, and improved performance.
This chapter is organized as follows. In the first section, a thorough review of servant
leadership will be provided. The first sub-section will explain how a change in organizational
structures requires a change in the leadership style and the importance of communication in these
new structures will be highlighted. In the second sub-section, the relationship between servant
leaders and followers will be demonstrated, as well as the role communication plays in it. The
third sub-section will illustrate why this type of leadership is relevant in the current business
environment. The fourth sub-section will reveal why it is important to acknowledge both the
servant and the leader. The fifth sub-section will differentiate servant leadership from other
leadership taxonomies. The sixth sub-section will summarize all the efforts made in order to
operationalize servant leadership. The seventh sub-section will put forward the challenges of
servant leadership. The eighth sub-section will highlight the importance of communication in
servant leadership. The second section will introduce motivating language theory. The third
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section will identify the overlaps between servant leadership and motivating language.
Outcomes such as job satisfaction, job performance, and turnover intention will then be
described. The second to the last section will describe culture. The last section will include the
models and hypotheses that will be tested.
Servant Leadership
Servant leadership values have historical roots. Xenophon (430-354 B.C.), a Greek
historian, advised rulers to pay attention to subordinates’ needs before their own (Williams,
2012). Lao Tzu, the founder of Taoism in 6th century B.C., stated “A leader is best when [the]
people barely know he exists…When his work is done, his aim fulfilled, they will say: ‘We did it
ourselves’” (Hayden, 2011, p. 13). Servant leadership also has its place in a religious context.
Buddhist teachings encourage devoting oneself to the wellbeing of others in order to achieve
enlightenment. Hinduism teaches the value of service, and how it can influence karma, which
influences future incarnations. The Old Testament is full of servant leaders, often chosen by
God. And the New Testament declares that Jesus came to earth not to be served, but to serve.
The Islam’s Qurán states that people are raised to serve others (Hayden, 2011). There are also
nonreligious philosophies such as Moral Philosophy, Siddha yoga, and Taoism that embrace the
concept of service (Kurth, 2003).
Although the roots of servant leadership existed long ago, the term servant leadership was
coined by Greenleaf (1977). Although he did not provide a precise definition, his most salient
quote about servant leadership is the following:
“The Servant-Leader is servant first . . . It begins with the natural feeling that one
wants to serve, to serve first. Then conscious choice brings one to aspire to lead . .
. The best test, and difficult to administer is this: Do those served grow as
persons? Do they, while being served, become healthier, wiser, freer, more
autonomous, and more likely themselves to become servants? And, what is the
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effect on the least privileged in society? Will they benefit, or at least not further
be harmed?” (p.13)
Greenleaf, who is considered the “grandfather of the contemporary empowerment movement in
management and business leadership” (Page and Wong, 2000 p. 11), found inspiration for the
servant leadership style in Hermann Hesse’s book (1956) “Journey to the East” (Ostrem, 2006).
The central figure of the story is Leo, the servant of a party of men adventuring to the East in a
spiritual pilgrimage in search for the ultimate truth. Leo took care of menial chores, but was a
man of exceptional presence. Through service, a positive attitude, encouragement and a caring
spirit Leo was able sustain the group. When Leo suddenly disappears, the group of men gets lost.
Shortly after Leo’s disappearance, the group disbands. The members of the group were not able
to make it without their servant. After many years, the narrator of the story visits the league that
organized the journey, and to his surprise, he finds that Leo, the man they had known as a
servant, was in fact the head of the league. He then realized that it was “the servant” who kept
the party together (Senge, 1995). The story exemplifies how one is able to lead through service
(Washington, 2007).
There is consensus among prominent scholars that there needs to be a change from
autocratic leadership to a leadership style that empowers subordinates (Avolio, 1999; Bennis,
1990; Hammer & Champy, 1993; Rinzler & Ray, 1993; Senge, 1990). Thomas Teal (1996)
stated that leadership was about “magnifying the social core of human nature, bringing
individuals talents to fruition, creat[ing] value and combin[ing] those activities with enough
passion to generate the greatest possible advantages for every player” (p. 42). Therefore, in need
of a more humane leadership style, one that is imbued with ethical actions and real concern for
employees’ well being, servant leadership is brought to light as the most suitable leadership style
since it embraces all the characteristics mentioned above. Servant leadership emphasizes “the
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ideal of service in the leader-follower relationship” (van Dierendonck, 2011a, p. 1229). It
epitomizes a radical perspective: it is humanistic and spiritual in nature, and focuses on creating
a positive work environment, instead of focusing on being a rational and mechanistic approach
(Wong and David, 2007). This model seeks to encourage employees to reach their maximum
potential through the power of caring for all organizational stakeholders “through a combination
of teamwork and community, personal involvement in decision making, and ethical behavior”
(Spears, 1995 p. 2). Furthermore, the idea to develop employees to their best potential does not
only encompass the achievement of optimal organizational success, it is also concerned with the
career success of every employee (Liden et al. 2008). What distinguishes servant leadership from
other leadership styles is the inclusion of spirituality and morality/ethics, which are not present in
other traditional leadership measures (Sendjaya et al. 2008).
Scholars have posited that servant leadership is derived both from behavioral theory Y
and from values-based leadership theories, explained in Chapter 1 (Washington, 2007; Hill,
2008). According to Washington (2007), theory Y and servant leadership have the following
tenets in common:
A. Employees, who are full of potential, possess problem-solving abilities and can take
on responsibility.
B. Employees possess “creativity and ingenuity.”
C. Employees committed to the common goals of the organization are not lazy and
become self-directed.
D. A rewards system related to goal achievement influences an employee’s
“commitment to organizational goals.”
E. “Work can be as natural as play and rest” (p.9)
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Hill (2008) holds that servant leadership emanates from values-based theories. During the
past decade, values based leadership has become increasingly popular. In the midst of ethical and
financial scandals, scholars began to emphasize the need for leadership styles that promote ethics
and morality. Similarly, they propose that these leadership styles must exhibit congruence, not
only in the leader’s and the organizational values, but in the values of all corporate stakeholders
(Copeland, 2014). Servant leadership meets all these requirements. Hence, Hill (2008) posits,
“the concept of servant leadership is one that is predicated upon the idea of values-based
leadership in that it recognizes the value of people” (p. 4).
The servant leadership style has evolved and adopted several components from other
disciplines, such as psychology and management. Servant leadership encompasses concepts such
as “personal growth, self-awareness, and identif[ication]” which originate in the field of
psychology and ideas such as “flat organization and shared vision” which are borrowed from the
management discipline (Page and Wong, 2000 p. 1).
Servant is a term that has been devalued in current society. It has become synonymous to
the word slave. In ancient times, a servant was a sign of power. Being a servant “was about
trusting, being open, offering help, caring, and being willing to be vulnerable” (Rieser, 1995 p.
49). Being a servant involved having a relationship of trust, mutuality and connection. He/she
was there “to help both you and me, not just you or me” (Rieser, 1995 p. 49). Accordingly, the
servant was treated like a friend by his/her master.
Although the servant leadership style originated in the 1970s, it has only recently been
rediscovered by scholars and its research remains in its infancy (Waddell, 2009). This research
focuses on the definition of servant leadership itself, but pays little attention to what servant
leadership accomplishes (Howell, 2013). The concept of servant leadership “lacks support by
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well-designed and published empirical research” and most of the writings are anecdotal in nature
(Bowman, 1997 p. 245). Ebener and O’Connell (2010) state, “…It is surprising that researchers
know very little about how servant leader behaviors work and how they might interact…” (p.
315). This may be because this leadership is paradoxical in nature. However, paradoxes have the
ability to broaden people’s views, helping them to see past the either/or and encouraging them to
embrace the both/and (Lad and Luechauer, 1998).
Laub (2004) described servant leadership as “a mindset…a paradigm…a way of leading”
(p.10). Servant leadership “is multi-dimensional, rich in hues and wide-ranging in its meanings”
(Page and Wong, 2000 p. 1). This theory has its roots in the ‘essence of being’ not in mere
behavior (Braye, 2000). Its principle lays in how to be, not how to do (Trivers, 2009). Servant
leadership’s main focus is the wellbeing of employees, not the leader’s own achievements, and
sees leadership as an opportunity instead of a status (Johnson, 2008). Opportunity refers to the
opportunity to serve (Johnson, 2008). Status refers to “the ego and the perks and places in the
corporate hierarchy” (Schuster, 1998 p. 272). To be able to serve others is an honor and a
privilege we enjoy as humans. This kind of leadership “comes from the sense of self, our true
identity as persons and human beings, and not our ego, the functioning personality in the world
with its titles and roles and human doings” (Schuster, 1998 p. 272).
The central quality to this type of leadership is humility, which counteracts the hubris that
comes with titles and power. A servant leader not only listens to all the involved stakeholders,
but lets this information guide his/her actions, and this is more powerful than managing by
command (Graham, 1991). By allowing participation from all stakeholders, the servant leader
uses relational instead of unilateral power (Graham, 1991). Hence, a servant leader is not a super
hero who makes all the decisions and delegates them to subordinates. Instead, the servant leader
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applies a collective leadership approach, which can yield more creative solutions than an
individual approach (Page and Wong, 2000). Thus, a servant leader is “consultative, relational,
and self-effacing in nature” (Page and Wong, 2000 p. 2). Furthermore, a servant leader
acknowledges that leadership is something that is bestowed and can be taken away; but being a
servant relates to being a real person, and therefore is not something that can be taken away
(Greenleaf, 1995).
Altruistic behavior and moral excellence are also at the core of servant leadership
(Dennis and Bocarnea, 2005). Lad and Luechauer (1998), affirm that “what differentiates
servant-leaders from maniacal dictators is their deep desire to pursue [their] vision from the basis
of humility, empathy, compassion, and commitment to ethical behavior” (p. 64). At the same
time, Spears (1998) declares that following ethics and values is the only way one can become a
servant leader. Molnar (2007) asserts, “the concept of an ethics based upon virtue emphasizes the
personal moralistic character of the agent” (p. 3). Therefore, a servant leader is guided by virtues
within (Dennis and Bocarnea, 2005). Leadership trainings usually focus on how to manipulate
the external world; rarely do these trainings involve “gaining skills to go within” or internalizing
(Palmer, 1998, p. 201). Internalizing is a very important element of servant leadership (Palmer,
1998) because it is only in knowing yourself that you can know others; and the more you know
yourself, “the less apt you will be to abuse power” (Lopez, 1995 p. 158). Servant leadership
“lend[s] credence to the search for meaning and self-discovery and legitimacy to expressing our
humanity in organizations” (Lad and Luechauer, 1998 p. 55).
Empathy is another vital element of servant leadership. An empathetic leader possesses
the capability of understanding the emotions and feelings of employees, and this particular skill
facilitates the development of cooperative relationships (Mahsud et al, 2010). According to
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Spears (1998) successful servant leaders are good listeners who can empathize with coworkers
and employees. They have the ability to accept and see individual’s “unique spirit” (p.4). This
allows them to focus on intentions as opposed to behavior or performance of others. Being
empathetic allows the leader to become vulnerable by opening up to his/her employees, which in
turn creates trust. The employee does not have to pretend to be someone else; s/he knows s/he
will be accepted for the person s/he is.
Being a servant leader is not a definite decision; it is a “moment-by-moment choice”
(Greenleaf, 1977, p. 14) to commit to continuous development and to assume the responsibility
of people (Foster, 2000). This means that in every decision, the choice of being a servant leader
is exercised. Hence, servant leadership goes beyond being a philosophy or a leadership style.
Servant leadership is a measurement that is applied day to day to evaluate the leader’s
assumptions and ethics. This leadership style is not a motto that can be hung on the wall; it is a
sharp blade that challenges every move leaders make (McGee-Cooper and Trammell, 1995).
Servant leadership is not a stagnant and rigid type of leadership style. Elizondo (2011) claims
that the beauty of servant leadership lays on the fact that the leader can “use whatever leadership
style (directive, supportive, or some combination)” (p.38) depending upon the need of the
employee. To answer the question, why should followers be in continuous development even if
they prefer not to? Leaders who aid people to become “wiser, freer, more autonomous” are
acting in their best interest; and because these leaders are first servants, there is genuine trust
when they say, “this is for your own good” (Graham, 1991 p. 113)
Servant Leadership and Organizational Structures
A readjustment in leadership is needed when organizational structures are undergoing
major changes. Organizations are shifting from being profit-oriented to customer-oriented, they
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are choosing long-term achievements over short-term indulgence, and they are opening to
multiculturalism as opposed to the country club’s environment that in the past permeated the
corporate hierarchy (Spears, 1995; Wang, 2015). Organizations have become aware that use of
coercive power only strengthens resistance; and manipulative power does not show care for
employees, hence, employees will not care about the organization (Vanourek, 1995). By
adopting servant leadership as a leadership style, a major structural organizational change is
involved. There are three different models used for conceptualizing this change, which are: an
upside down pyramid, the flattening of the pyramid, and a circle.
The first model is represented by an “upside down pyramid” (Foster, 2000, p. 3),
showcased in Figure 2.1. A servant leader accomplishes this by giving employees everything
they need to succeed, such as “tangible resources, time, discipline, guidance or inspiration”
(Elizondo, 2011, p. 4). This upside down pyramid accentuates the importance of “persuasion
and seeking consensus” (Spears, 1995 p. 8) instead of using the power of coercion. There are so
many things that can be accomplished without using the weight of power. Using forceful power
can be time consuming and energy draining. Persuasion is a better tactic. Persuasion entails not
having control of the people; instead, it is about sharing knowledge and wisdom (Rieser, 1995).
This process is accomplished one person at a time, seeking to receive understanding from each
individual. While persuasion is used in the present, it sustains throughout time because it
becomes rooted in the employees, thus impacting the future of the organization (Spears, 1995).
The second mode requires the flattening of the pyramid, illustrated in Figure 2.2. Peter
Drucker (1993) asserts that a CEO should act like the head of a hospital or the conductor of an
orchestra. In an orchestra, the conductor addresses every musician in the same way, and each of
them play o crucial role; there is no musician more important than another one.
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Figure 2.1 Upside Down Pyramid (Blanchard and Stoner, 2014, p. 1)

Currently, organizational structures are becoming flatter; consequently, there is no need
for information to be passed around many layers of management. Work has become reintegrated,
which requires less overseeing, resulting in fewer coordinating managers. The pyramid becomes
flatter, giving rise to the disintegration of layers. Once the pyramid is flat, it needs to be flipped
over so servant leaders become the foundation of the organization. Then, the servant leader’s role
is to support and empower the employees who are at the top (Hennessy et al., 1995).
The third and final model is depicted by a circle, as seen in Figure 2.3. The pyramid is
often used to showcase control, with leadership at the top, and employees bearing the burden at
the bottom. The circle represents the redistribution of power (Barciela, 1998). This can be
accomplished by moving from patriarchy to community and by bridging the gap between the
managers and the managed. In order to maximize the value produced by the group, each
individual’s talent needs to be developed, and this cannot be accomplished by using “control,
nickel-and-diming, or micromanagement” (Barciela, 1998 p. 105).
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Figure 2.2 Flattening the pyramid with leader at the bottom

Bill Bottum stated, “human potential takes on new creativity as we get rid of the old
restraints and find the productive power of self-directed work teams, councils of equals, and
alliances in which everyone is serving and accountable to the others” (Bottum and Lenz, 1998 p.
169). Therefore, in this circle, power is not tied to titles and positions, but it is something that can
be exercised by everyone (McCrimmon, 2006). This system has worked very well in companies
such as Toyota and Sony, which use a bottom-up leadership approach (McCrimmon, 2006).
Greenleaf’s idea of servant leadership involved implementing a “primus inter pares” or
first among equals approach (1977, p. 21).
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Figure 2.3 Circular organizational chart (Morgan, 2015 p. 2).

Thus, servant leadership is egalitarian in nature, which means the leader believes all
people are equal (Washington, 2007). The idea behind “primus inter pares” comes from the
realization that, as tasks become more complex, there is a need for more specialization to cope
with this complexity. However, over-specialization has given rise to the era of reintegration;
specialization brings extensive knowledge, but this one needs to be shared through integrative
and cooperative behaviors (Hennessy et al., 1995). Every employee has something to contribute
to the rest of the organization, which explains the egalitarianism approach of servant leadership.
In order for an organization to survive, it needs willingness to cooperate, a great aptitude to
communicate, and integrity of purpose (Barnard, 1938).
Communication is also important for empowerment. When trying to decentralize power,
many organizations fail to coordinate, forcing them to shift back to centralization. However,
communication is a process that can yield to coordinated action. Communication is thought to be
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a mediating process between independent thinking and collective action. Instead of focusing on
planning, organizing and controlling, people “participate in a pool of thoughts” in which
innovative solutions can be created (Senge, 1995 p. 232). As they become familiarized with
thinking collectively, they will become accustomed to acting collectively. This may seem like an
impossible task in business, but orchestras and sports prove the contrary (Spears, 1995).
Nonetheless, collaboration may not always be easily accomplished. In any collaborative
effort, there are as many different goals, mindsets, values, and methodologies involved as there
are people (McCollum, 1995). But by “being open to the unique genius of each organizational
member, by listening to others’ perspective, by being willing to change ourselves, and by
encouraging those around us to grow”, we can be capable of creating successful organizations
(McCollum, 1995 p. 256). Frick (1995) believes “implementing servant leadership is very
simple, and sometimes [he thinks] Greenleaf makes it more difficult that it needs to be” (p. 266).
The way he views servant leadership, is that it entails respecting each other’s opinion, listening
carefully, and getting the best out of each person. By doing this, you are practicing servant
leadership. It is as simple as that. And in order to arrive to a problem’s solution, you need to
build synergy, as opposed to compromising. Compromising is not a part of a leadership role,
synergistic action is (Frick, 1995).
Being a servant leader may require “significant breaks with traditional ways of seeing
and doing,” like focusing on people instead of just profitability (Covey et al. 1994, p. 251).
Because of these differences, several misconceptions can arise about the servant leadership style.
People resists the idea of the leader being a servant because they assume that leaders “should be
working for their people, [and people] will be deciding what to do, when to do it, where…and
how…[this doesn’t] sound like leadership…at all…it sound[s] more like the inmates [are]
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running the prison” (Blanchard, 1998 p. 22). Yet servant leadership is not about that. Servant
leaders do not relinquish their power; they distribute it among their employees, but in the end,
the servant leader is the leader, and holds employees accountable for their performance.
Critics also argue that servant leaders are weak (Riser, 1995; Page and Wong, 2000). But
in the midst of organizational problems a servant leader reacts with the same force than any other
leader and is “just as though minded and resilient” (Page and Wong, 2000, p. 2). What sets apart
servant leaders from other styles of leaderships is not the quality of decisions made, but how they
execute their obligations and who they consult in the decision making process (Page and Wong,
2000). Therefore, the power of servant leaders comes from those who are being led in a
committed and voluntary manner (Rieser, 1995). Additionally, servant leaders will not hesitate to
dismiss workers who are hindering the organization’s progress once several attempts to correct
the behavior have been made (Wong and Davey, 2007). According to Kahl and Donelan (2004)
servant leaders are not sweet and powerless. Some believe that servant leadership means a lack
of rules, hierarchy and structure, but nothing about servant leadership indicates that any of these
should be abolished. The difference lays in the way rules, hierarchy and structure are seen and
enforced; instead of imposing and controlling, the servant leader supports and educates (Lad and
Luechauer, 1998).
Furthermore, some scholars argue that servant leadership may sound like a great
theoretical approach, but it may seem impossible to achieve consensus, specially when the
difficulties of managing an organization, such as reaching deadlines, are factored into the
equation. When there are time constraints, it may seem easier for the leader to make a decision
that everyone can follow (McGee-Cooper and Trammell, 1995). But the more decisions are
made on the go, the less input they get. Counterintuitively, when assign some time to get input
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and reaching consensus, employees become better at making fast and appropriate decisions.
Additionally, when members spend time together making decisions, they become more familiar
with each other’s way of thinking. This means that if there is ever a need for a leader to make a
decision that must be followed, members will offer trust and support (McGee-Cooper and
Trammell, 1995).
Servant Leaders and Followers
It is well known that employees’ feelings will affect the organization. Therefore, it is very
important to place employees at the core of the organization. In the current business world,
characterized for the emergence of service organizations, there is a need for employees to
address customers’ needs with “expertise, passion, and efficiency” (Ostrem, 2006 p. 19). One
way to tap into this expertise, passion and efficiency, is for employees to feel comfortable and
valued by the organization. In an economy where human capital is one of the most valuable
resources, financial compensation is no longer the only way to incentivize employees. A positive
workplace environment has to exist in order to recruit and retain a talented workforce (Wong and
Davey, 2007). Servant leadership is a leadership style that can be effectively used to maintain
and retain fully satisfied and engaged employees. Being a servant leader means that leader
exhibits “a commitment to the celebration of people and their potential” (Tarr, 1995 p. 83). A
servant leader does not love the corporation, an abstract entity, but the people that form that
corporation (Harvey, 2001). This type of leadership acknowledges there has to be a change in
management’s priorities: People are more important than the “things” that need to be managed
(McGee-Cooper and Trammell, 1995). Thus, this style of leadership is a mission more than a
job; it is a mission to serve (Patterson, 2003).
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Servant leaders motivate through caring and supportive behavior in order to develop
subordinates’ strengths; and tap into intrinsic motivators, rather than using individual rewards
(Wong and David, 2007). It is well known that extrinsic motivators such as performance based
pay and bonuses influence motivation and performance only to a certain degree. Current
generations prefer a job that might pay less, but offers a work/life balance. Intrinsic motivators,
on the other hand, can keep employees engaged. Such intrinsic motivators can be “autonomy, the
urge to direct our own lives; mastery, desire to get better and better at something that matters;
and purpose, the yearning to do what with do in a service of something that is larger than
ourselves” (Pink, 2009 p. 10). Once the company makes sure the employees are fairly financially
rewarded, these intrinsic motivators could bring more job satisfaction than any other extrinsic
motivator. If employees are satisfied with their jobs, it is less likely that they will engage in
absenteeism, a costly behavior for corporations.
According to Hunt (2002) “if you want to know about leadership, you need to ask the
followers” (p. 2). When participants in a study were asked what it was like to be under the
command of a servant leader, they described how it “inspires them to work harder, have more
pride in their work, be highly loyal, and how it creates an overall feeling of personal well-being
that carries over into the non-work life” (Zimmerer, 2003, III). Employees ask that their leaders
listen to them, even though their opinions may differ. They also want their leader to
“acknowledge the greatness within [them]; remember to look for [their] loving intentions” as
well as be honest but compassionate (Lee and Zemke, 1995 p. 110). A servant leader is obligated
to treat each and every employee the same way, avoiding inconsistencies. Otherwise, the moral
component of this leadership style could be affected (Ehrhart, 2004). Research shows that
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“treat[ing] followers with dignity and respect, thereby contributing to the value of each person”
will result in a positive social change (Jones, 2011, p. 9).
It was Greenleaf’s belief that “the work exists for the person as much as the person exist
for the work” (1977, p. 154). In other words, the business exists to provide meaning to the
employee as much as the employee is there to provide a meaningful product or service (Molnar,
2007). There is something truly remarkable in producing the caring products and services
Greenleaf referred to, to help fulfill the needs and provide a more satisfying life for customers.
Employees must remain in touch with customers in order to improve services and products. This
interplay brings meaning to work and suddenly, work becomes fulfilling (Spears, 1995). The
importance of meaning in life is highlighted by Viktor Frankl in his autobiography Man’s search
for Meaning. He explains that, being a victim of Nazi concentration camps, he witnessed how
people who believed their lives had purpose had a better chance of survival than those who,
although young and strong, lacked a sense of purpose (Frankl, 1984). Finding work meaningful
and having good relationships are the only elements necessary to build a positive working
environment (Wong and Davey, 2007).
Every day, the business environment becomes more and more demanding, and these
demands and job requirements have caused rampant depression among employees (Sturnick,
1998). Employees are fearful of showing fear, they believe sacrificing their personal life for the
sake of efficacy is justifiable, caring for oneself is beyond one’s control, finding joy in life is
somewhere in the future and that chronic fatigue is a necessary evil. Employees believe
depression can be willed away, which is rarely the case (Sturnick, 1998). As the business
environment focus “shifts from financial to human resources, from capital to imagination”, it is
almost impossible to visualize that a successful organization can be composed of anxious,
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depressed, or exhausted employees (McCollum, 1998 p. 332). These are signs of a deeply
wounded workforce. This is when the leader’s healing abilities come into play. Leaders need to
restore employees “by bringing them back to emotional, spiritual, intellectual, and physical
health” (Sturnick, 1998 p. 186). A servant leader knows that working oneself to death does not
guarantee an increase in productivity. The relationship between the compulsive addiction to be
active, characterized by workaholics, and productivity has been proven to be a myth (Fassel,
1998). Incessant activity does not yield productivity. On the contrary, “visionary planning and
efficient action” is a better way to become productive (Fassel, 1998 p. 220). Conversely, activity
without productivity can create crises and fires that need to be put out, further draining the
energy of the company and leaving little time to plan (Spears, 1998)
A servant leader knows the importance of having a work-life balance, and how it can
actually yield better organizational results (Fassel, 1998). Having fresh-minded employees able
to solve problems, instead of having overworked and drained employees losing sight of the
company’s mission and vision is critical. Workers who experience an adequate work-life balance
will be more satisfied with their jobs, will experience increased productivity, and will suffer less
work-related illnesses (Fassel, 1998). Furthermore, work-life balance is not the only important
balance to accomplish. There is also a need for skill and job-demands balance. This can be
defined as “flow”, which is a balance between the challenges faced and the employee’s
preparation and abilities (McCollum, 1998). If the skills are not up to par with the necessary
activities an employee has to perform, this can result in increased levels of stress, anxiety and
depression. This evidences why there is a strong emphasis on the constant development of
people.

37
Additionally, a servant leader is reminded that although profitability may be the
organizational goal, its importance cannot supersede that of employee development. Money is
vital to the organization because “money is the oxygen that keeps business going. We have to
breathe to live, but we don’t live to breathe. When managers put that into perspective, they
develop long range vision rather than focusing on the next quarterly report” (Kelley, 1995 p.
195). Because profitability can only be achieved by investing in people, the needs of the
organization and the needs of employee must go hand in hand (Savage-Austin, 2009; Elizondo,
2011; Heskett et al. 2008). By making human resources a priority, servant leaders are able to
improve financial performance and organizational effectiveness (Parolini, 2004). According to
Stone et al. (2004) “organizational goals will be achieved on a long-term basis only by first
facilitating the growth, development, and general wellbeing of the individuals who comprise the
organization” (p. 355). Therefore, it is a servant leader’s duty to create growth opportunities for
people (van Dierendonck and Nuijten, 2011). Moreover, studies have shown that servant leaders
have the ability to increase profits by reducing turnover, enhancing trust, and increasing job
satisfaction (Jones, 2011). Thus, by actualizing every employee’s potential, the organization
becomes more productive (Jones, 2011).
In order for a servant leader to challenge employees’ limits, s/he has to make the goals as
irresistible as possible, and the consequences of failure as painless as possible (Murray Bethel,
1995). The former is easier than the latter. Failure indicates what not to do; it can send the
organization into a new direction, give new information, new experiences, and new ideas
(Murray Bethel, 1995). But tolerating failure and not affecting risk-taking by punishing every
failure is a difficult task (Murray Bethel, 1995). Yet without risk-taking, the organization
becomes stagnant. Innovation and out-of-the-box-thinking has to be one of the top priorities of
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every organization. Otherwise, even the more successful plans can breed failure if they are not
able to adapt to the changing environment.
A leader must not rescue employees from the pains of learning and growing (McCollum,
1998). In the past, the leader was expected to do all the thinking and planning, and the
employees’ job was to follow commands. This results in the reductionist approach to job design,
in which employees perform repetitive tasks that require little thought and result in boredom and
dissatisfaction. By allowing employees to become more autonomous a servant leader fosters the
professional development of the followers (McCollum, 1998). In addition, the servant leader
contributes to the personal growth that comes with the experience of problem resolution. As a
result, the person being served becomes more competent and better prepared to meet his/her
needs as well as the needs of the organization and society as a whole (Foster, 2000). In servantleadership service extends outside the organization by serving all stakeholders, starting with
employees and ending with communities and societies (Graham, 1991). Servant leadership is “a
way of being that has the potential to create positive change through society” (Spears, 1995 p. 4).
Chamberlain (1995) stated, “organizations should operate to upgrade their standard communitybased operations with team-building promoted by servant-leadership” (p. 171).
Servant leadership has the potential to produce a cascading effect (Foster, 2000). Servant
leaders are confident about how their role as servants contributes to the welfare of the
organization; in other words, they “walk the talk” (Spears, 1998). By engaging in positive
modeling, servant leaders inspire subordinates to show consistency in what is said and done, to
exhibit truthfulness regarding their limitations, and to apply moral reasoning when necessary
(Sendjaya et al. 2008). When employees emulate the actions of the leader, they act as servant
leaders themselves, and they will seek to balance the needs of the organization with the needs of
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their peers. This means that servant leaders inspire self-confidence and desire in employees to
become servant leaders themselves (Liden et al. 2008).
Before servant leadership, there was an unmet need for a leadership style that could be
applicable to every individual; but servant leadership can be practiced by anyone (DiStefano,
1995). Additionally, Kouzes (1998, p. 323) posits that "leadership isn't a position; it's a process.
It's an observable, understandable, learnable set of skills and practices available to everyone
anywhere in the organization." If everyone were interested in the well being of others before
their own wellbeing, there would be little space for greed (Foster, 2000). If others could meet the
needs of one person, then he/she could focus on his/her talents and what s/he does best, while at
the same time serving others; then, the golden rule would be practiced as a continuum (Lad &
Luechauer, 1998).
There is a particular set of skills that can actually foster the environment of service. These
are “communication skills and empathetic listening, conflict-resolution, problem solving,
consensus decision making, and community building” (Bottum and Lenz, 1998 p. 164).
Implementing these skills can yield to numerous and significant results for an organization. For
example, employees will become autonomous assets in the organization. This means that they
will have the freedom to work more efficiently by collaborating with their peers, resulting in
synergy. Once this synergy is achieved, problem solving becomes a simpler and quicker task. All
of this will not only result in increased customer satisfaction but will result in employee health
benefits which are ultimately beneficial to the organization (Stubbs, 1998).
Servant Leadership and The Business Environment
Servant leadership is not a new concept. As Laub (1999) stated “servant leadership is an
age-old concept that is being resurrected and promoted as the best way of dealing with the
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current age of ambiguity, fast-paced change and desire for human development” (p. 4). It is in
the present when this type of leadership is mostly needed. The changing environment currently
calls for an ethical leadership style that is person-centered and value-based. The present
environment of business is currently in the middle of an increase in workforce diversity and
experiencing economic crises, rampant organizational mistrust, “toxic work environments,
employee burnout, and retention problems” (Howell, 2013; Wong and Davey, 2007 p. 4).
According to Wong and Davey (2007), the most pressing challenges organizations face today
are: “how to develop workers and unleash their creative potentials; how to create a positive
workplace that will attract and retain talented knowledge workers; and how to reinforce
innovations and risk-taking to adapt to an uncertain future” (p. 1). It is clear that servant
leadership can address all these challenges.
Presently, the business environment is characterized by extreme uncertainty. External
factors such as unstable economic environment, globalization, the need to satisfy multiple
stakeholders, sudden changes in regulations, environmental deterioration, fluctuations in the
market, and new technological advancements affect the performance of organizations (Spears,
1995; Zimmerer, 2003; Williams 2012). This unstable external environment suggests the need to
adopt a more flexible workforce, one that is characterized by “structures with fewer management
levels and unstructured work roles” (Williams, 2012, p. 5). This flexibility calls for more
autonomy and more individual responsibility, because managers are bound to “delegate more
responsibility to the front-line employees” (Williams, 2012, p. 5). Autonomy needs to be paired
with a flexible, supporting, and empowering leadership style (Williams, 2012; Savage-Austin,
2009). In turn, “adaptive leaders [will] work more effectively in rapidly changing environments,
ensuring that followers are also engaged in the transformation process” (Bass et al. 2003, p. 207).
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Servant leadership style is auspicious in times when participatory management is on the
rise (Elizondo, 2011; Page and Wong, 2000). It grants the freedom of thought necessary in this
ever-changing and complex business environment (Foster, 2000). Greenleaf (1977) asserted that
the most productive organizations were characterized by having the most voluntary action.
Regarding actions performed by employees, Fraker (1995) states that when people know what
needs to be done they will act upon their beliefs and take the necessary steps to resolve problems
in an effective and timely fashion. People have the ability to do this when they “understand what
ought to be done” (Fraker 1995, p. 46).
In times when social responsibility is given much weight and organizations are closely
monitored by the media, there is a need for leaders that act responsibly (Williams, 2012; Jones,
2011). The current demand to reach the triple bottom line of superb economic, social, and
environmental performance calls for a leadership paradigm that can efficiently deal with all the
related stakeholders (Peterlin et al. 2015). Stakeholders include employees, consumers, the
environment, the community and investors. Therefore, organizations are seeking a balance
between being socially responsible and acting ethically while at the same time remaining
profitable. Servant leadership can resolve this predicament (Ostrem, 2006) since it “addresses the
pitfalls associated with the absence of moral safeguards” (Graham, 1991, p. 105).
The Servant and The Leader
Although it is true that “the desire to serve comes before the desire to lead,” (Hennessy et
al., 1995, p. 165) researchers caution not forgetting the leadership portion of servant leadership
(van Dierendonck, 2011). Service without leading is not what servant leadership is about (Foster,
2000). A service-oriented person does not necessarily means that s/he is a servant leader (Page
and Wong, 2000). Additionally, different motives for service, such as serving with an underlying
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personal gain, or serving in order to be accepted should also be discounted (Page and Wong,
2000). Moreover, service is not just doing things for others; the professional and personal
development of subordinates must be taken into account. A servant leader does not wander
aimlessly; s/he sets a direction knowing that his/her service alone is not sufficient for
extraordinary occurrences (Page and Wong, 2000). In the midst of this gray area, there is a call to
expand the understanding of servant leadership further than just the follower-centric view
(Williams, 2012). Servant leadership is characterized by a desire to serve and the motivation to
lead. Therefore, servant leadership must exhibit a balance between servant and leader
components (Williams, 2012).
This balance can be achieved through accountability. A servant leader will always accept
the person for what he/she is, but will refuse to accept their performance if it is only good
enough. This is elicited by the interest servant leaders have on their employees: they care too
much to let employees perform at a subpar level. By doing so, the servant leader holds the
employee accountable, and this proves that both parties, leader and employee, have
responsibilities (Rieser, 1995). Greenleaf believed that “anyone could lead perfect people, if
there were any, the real challenge is to leader to develop the imperfect people who we all are”
(1977 p. 21). He also added, “servant leadership is about enabling and empowering you through
my love and patience and my firmness. I love you enough not to let you do less than our best.
But I don’t shame you into it: I invite you to it” (Greenleaf, 1977 p. 21).
Accountability can be a powerful tool. Instead of controlling, measuring and monitoring
performance, which can be energy-draining for any leader, accountability should be
accomplished through a shared vision and expressed “as a dialogue to raise the level of collective
intelligence” to yield better results (Schuster, 1998 p. 79). Accountability can be proactive rather
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than reactive. Instead of using the punishment/reward system, leaders and employees create
shared goals and learn from their mistakes (Schuster, 1998). There are two ways of approaching
accountability: in legalistic and holistic terms.
Viewing the workplace in legalistic terms, meaning that each party will hold responsible
to the written contract and nothing more, always results in people seeking loopholes. On the
other hand, viewing the work environment in holistic terms gives rise to the understanding that
the group cannot be stronger than its weakest link (Schuster, 1998). The leader is therefore
interested in bringing low productive employees up to everyone else’s standards, making the
development of people one of the most important tasks in servant leadership.
In the legalistic view, there are fixed expectations, meaning, people need to abide by the
rules. In the holistic view, expectations are in constant flux because there is the anticipation of
growth and constant change (McGee-Cooper, 1998). In the legalistic view, leaders manage
employees with a high level of distrust and are always vigilant of their next mistake because they
believe people are incapable of using freedom in a responsible manner, but in the holistic view, it
is known that the organization needs to operate at a high level of commitment, and this can only
be achieved through mutual trust and shared goals as well as by defining individual roles and
responsibilities (McGee-Cooper, 1998). In order to implement the holistic view, there has to be
a change from the dependent, to the independent, from the independent to the interdependent,
and finally, from the interdependent to the whole. To reach this wholeness, people need to arrive
at the conclusion that they are not independent individuals, but “people united on a common
ground” (Gardiner, 1998 p. 120).
Servant leadership compared to other taxonomies
There are some overlaps between servant leadership and other types of leadership styles
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such as charismatic/transformational, ethical, authentic leadership (Walumbwa et al. 2010) and
leader-member exchange (Ehrhart, 2004). These behaviors include “role modeling, inspirational
communication, and altruism” (Walumbwa et al. 2010 p. 518). In fact, Farling et al. (1999) posit
“that servant leaders are indeed transformational leaders” (p. 50). However, Ehrhart (2004)
proposes that servant leadership adds a moral component to transformational leadership. Liden et
al. (2008) states that in contrast to transformational leadership, servant leadership “encourages
followers to engage in moral reasoning “ (p. 163). Graham (1991) also states "there is nothing in
the transformational leadership model that says leaders should serve followers for the good of
followers. . . the primary allegiance of transformational leaders is clearly to the organization (or
to themselves) rather than to follower autonomy or to universal moral principles" (p. 110).
Therefore, it can be inferred that there are unique distinct characteristics of the servant leadership
style that sets it apart from the competing leadership styles. For example, servant leadership has
a moral component that is not seen in charismatic leadership. And although there is a moral
dimension in ethical and authentic leadership, servant leadership is the only leadership style that
is concerned with all organizational stakeholders and their success (Walumbwa et al. 2010).
Furthermore, servant leadership has a spiritual orientation that is not displayed in authentic
leadership (Sendjaya et al. 2008).
Additionally, servant leaders exert their influence by serving others, instead of using
experience and charisma, which are behaviors exhibited by transformational leaders (Stone et al.
2004). Another characteristic that sets servant leadership apart is that they act in the best interest
of the employee, caring about their individual growth and development and ruling out
manipulative and self-serving behaviors. In comparison, leadership styles such as charismatic
and transformational, “focus on inspiring and engaging followers as the means to attain mission-
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focused ends through connecting the goals to valued aspects of the followers’ self-concept”
(Walumbwa et al. 2010 p. 518). Finally, a unique characteristic exhibited only in the servant
leadership style is the engagement in self-reflection in order to attenuate the hubris that comes
along with power, and this is a behavior that is not exhibited in authentic, ethical,
transformational and leader-member exchange leadership styles (Walumbwa et al. 2010).
Servant leadership has some overlapping characteristics with leader-member exchange
theory (LMX) (Ehrhart, 2004). They both care about the subordinates’ development and about
high quality relationships between the leader and the followers. But servant leadership goes
beyond LMX in two ways. First, a servant leader is responsible for all involved stakeholders,
not just immediate subordinates. Second, LMX is dyadic in nature, whereas servant leadership is
a leadership style that can be measured at a group level (Ehrhart, 2004).
The Evolution of Servant Leadership Operationalization
Greenleaf’s writings on servant leadership were not based on research or on conscious
logic, but on what he called “keen intuitive sense if people and their relationships with
institutions” (Laub, 1999 p. 3). Since Greenleaf neither provided an instrument to measure
servant leadership nor a specific definition of servant leadership itself, much research has been
conducted on the operationalization of servant leadership. However, some scholars believe there
has been no progress in producing a measure of servant leadership, and instead of contributing to
a common understanding, authors have been more divergent in their efforts to finding a specific
measure (Barbuto and Wheeler, 2006). To begin with, there is no generally agreed upon
definition of servant leadership regarding specific behaviors (van Dierendonck and Nuijten,
2011). This can explain why there are so many different measures of servant leadership. In this
section, a summary of the theoretical models as well as the many instruments created to measure
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servant leadership will be provided.
Graham (1991), comparing servant leadership with other leadership styles, proposed that
servant leaders exhibited characteristics such as humility and relational power, and had a vision
focused on service. For Graham, autonomy and moral development of followers are
consequences of servant leadership, and the response from followers is to emulate the leader’s
service orientation.
Spears (1995), following Greenleaf’s work and extending the conceptualization,
identified ten characteristics of servant leadership such as listening, empathy, healing, awareness,
persuasion, conceptualization, foresight, stewardship, commitment to the growth of people, and
community building. Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) created an instrument that encompassed the
ten characteristics established by Spears (1995) with an additional dimension: altruistic calling.
On 1999, Farling et al. developed a theoretical hierarchical model described as a cyclical
process, which consisted of behavioral and relational components, represented by characteristics
such as vision, influence, credibility, trust, and service. On the same year, Laub’s (1999)
dissertation identified servant leader’s characteristics and provided a useful instrument to
measure servant leadership. He identified six main characteristics of servant leaders, namely:
values people, develops people, builds community, displays authenticity, provides leadership and
shares leadership.
In 2000, Page and Wong also attempted to develop a valid and reliable instrument to
measure servant leadership. Their process of classification resulted in 12 distinct categories:
integrity, humility, servanthood, caring for others, empowering others, developing others,
visioning, goal-setting, leading, modeling, team-building, and shared decision-making, which
were divided into four different classifications such as character, people orientation, task
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orientation, and process orientation. Dennis and Winston (2003) tested Page and Wong’s (2000)
instrument, using an Oblimin rotation for factor analysis, they discovered that the instrument
only measured three of the twelve proposed items, namely empowerment, service, and vision. In
2003, Wong and Page revised their previous work and identified seven servant leadership
factors: empowering and developing others, vulnerability and humility, serving others,
participatory leadership, inspiring leadership, visionary leadership, and integrity and authenticity.
Wong and Davey (2007) continued to collect and analyze data on this instrument and based on
the seven factors previously defined by Wong and Page (2003), they identified five stable
factors: humility and selflessness, serving and developing others, consulting and involving
others, inspiring and influencing others, and modeling integrity and authenticity.
Russell and Stone (2002) developed a theoretical model of servant leadership, in which
they included nine functional attributes and 11 accompanying attributes. The functional attributes
are vision, honesty, integrity, trust, service, modeling, pioneering, appreciation of others, and
empowerment. The accompanying attributes are communication, credibility, competence,
stewardship, visibility, influence, persuasion, listening, encouragement, teaching, and delegation.
They presupposed that although each functional attribute was different, they were all interrelated,
and that in particular instances, they reciprocally influenced each other.
Furthermore, Ehrhart (2004) developed a measure of servant leadership in which he
identified seven major categories such as forming relationships with subordinates, empowering
subordinates, helping subordinates grow and succeed, behaving ethically, having conceptual
skills, putting subordinates first, and creating value for those outside of the organization. Two
questionnaire items represented each of the seven dimensions.
Patterson’s (2003) dissertation provided a theoretical model in which she identified
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virtues such as exhibiting love, humility, altruism, vision, trust, empowerment, and service.
Based on this theoretical model, Dennis and Bocarnea (2005) created an instrument and
discovered that out of the seven factors hypothesized by Patterson, only five factors held valid
and reliable: empowerment, love, humility, trust, and vision.
Liden et al. (2008) created an instrument that consisted of seven factors: conceptual
skills, empowerment, helping subordinates grow and succeed, putting subordinates first,
behaving ethically, emotional healing, and creating value for the community. Sendjaya et al.
(2008) also created an instrument from which they derived six dimensions: voluntary
subordination, authentic self, covenantal relationship, responsible morality, transcendental
spirituality, and transforming influence. Reed et al. (2011), concerned with the lack of an
instrument that rated the servant leadership characteristics of top executives, created an
instrument based on Liden et al. (2008), Barbuto and Wheeler (2006), Page and Wong (2000,
2003), and Ehrhart (2004) instruments and modified the items to capture top executives’
behavior. They came up with five factors: interpersonal support, building community, altruism,
egalitarianism, and moral integrity.
Finally, van Dierendonck and Nuijten (2011), acknowledging that most scales
overemphasize the servant portion of servant leadership, and underemphasize the leader portion
of it, created a scale that consisted of eight dimensions. Van Dierendonck and Nuijten (2011)
describe them as follows:
1. Empowerment: focuses on motivating people and promoting personal
development.
2. Accountability: holding employees accountable for their actions that are in their
control.
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3. Standing back: when a leader emphasizes the interest of others and gives
employees support and credits.
4. Humility: putting the leader’s own achievements and aptitudes in a proper
perspective.
5. Authenticity: the leader expressing in a manner that is equivalent to inner
thoughts and feelings.
6. Courage: taking risks and using novel approaches to solve old problems
7. Interpersonal acceptance: understand the feelings of subordinates, where they
come from, and letting go of observed mistakes without holding grudges.
8. Stewardship: taking responsibility for company at large and choose service over
control and self-interest.
Because of the wide range of theories and scales that have been created to understand and
measure servant leadership, van Dierendonck and Nuijten (2011) accurately point out that when
theorizing about servant leadership, researchers may feel “inclined to include a dozen of
characteristics” that a servant leader should exhibit (p. 250), but this may be hard to
operationalize or even prove to be accurate. And as mentioned before, one of the limitations of
servant leadership theory is that is has been prescriptive, explaining how a servant leader should
be, instead of being descriptive, explaining what is occurring in practice (van Dierendonck,
2011). Van Dierendonck (2011) analyzed and compared the majority of available scales to one
another and found an “overlap between the 44 characteristics in the different models,” but once
he categorized them into “antecedents, behaviors, mediating processes, and outcomes” he was
able to distinguish eight dimensions of servant leadership (mentioned above) (p. 1232). Besides
the fact that van Dierendonck and Nuijten (2011) categorized and compressed all previous scales
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into one, the most salient attribute is that this scale does not ignore the leader portion of the
servant leadership style. Characteristics that demonstrate the leadership element of servant
leadership are knowing exactly where to take the organization and the people, and “being a
courageous steward who is able to hold people accountable for their own good” (van
Dierendonck and Nuijten, 2011 p. 251). And even though servant leaders are motivated, not for
the need for power, but for the need to serve, “power becomes a possibility to serve others and as
such may be even considered a prerequisite for servant leaders” (van Dierendonck, 2011 p.
1231). In essence, the servant leader should exercise his/her leadership role, not just his/her
servant role. Therefore, after all the work categorizing previous scales and theoretical models
and purposely including the leader role in their scale, van Dierendonck and Nuijten’s (2011)
servant leadership scale appears to be the most viable and complete scale to measure servant
leadership.
Servant Leadership Challenges
It is clear that servant leadership is not a “silver bullet” to solve all issues organizations
currently face (Foster, 2000 p. 60). The challenges faced by any type of leadership, such as
disappointments, misfortunes, oppositions and the like, need to be taken into account. By
following a servant leadership style, it becomes clear that people who are committed to serving
other people are the way to achieve peace and prosperity (Foster, 2000). It is also important to
note that servant leadership is not a quick fix approach that can be immediately implemented in
any institution (Spears, 1995), or that can be learned using and cookbook approach (Page and
Wong, 2000). If this leadership style is to be implemented, it has to be understood that it is a way
of being, a long-term approach that requires a transformational path towards life and work
(Spears, 1995). Prominent scholars have agreed that in order to learn how to be a servant leader,
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which is a lifelong endeavor, there is a need to “undergo a journey of awakening, self-discovery
and personal inner transformation,” a “fundamental change of attitude” and cultivate “inner
qualities [such] as humility, integrity and a servant's attitude”, which are the result of “having
developed a highly moral and spiritual character”. (Page and Wong, 2000 p. 2; Wong and Davey,
2007 p. 7). Therefore, if a leader chooses to be a servant leader, this will require his/her
motivation to be challenged, and a reorientation towards the importance of others instead of the
self (Wong and Davey, 2007).
Servant Leadership and Communication
One of the most important elements in servant leadership is communication. It is said that
Buddha spent many years pondering about the importance of conversation. He came to the
conclusion that “it is the single most valued aspect of human existence” (Senge, 1995 p. 225).
Goethe spoke about conversation as “the most sublime of human experiences” (Senge, 1995 p.
225). Both Greenleaf and Spears included implicit communication elements, namely empathy
and persuasion (Rennaker, 2008). With his/her abilities to communicate, a servant leader can
transmit the vision using the knowledge and capabilities he/she possesses with regards to
employees’ jobs (Russel and Stone, 2002). In some organizations, withholding information can
yield to power, but not in a servant led institution. In such institution there is an element of
transparency, everyone is aware of what is going on. It is only by opening to people and sharing
information that they can obtain input from employees (McCollum, 1998). Greenleaf (1977)
stated that by sharing information, both positive and negative, the welfare of the group could be
optimized by the decisions taken based on well-rounded knowledge of the situation. Moreover,
the leader can assess the followers’ needs through the use of one-on-one communication, and can
bring out the best of them by understanding their skills, goals, needs, and potential (Trivers,

52
2009, Liden et al., 2008). By understanding the unique elements each employee has to bring to
the table, the servant leader can help employees achieve their highest potential.
Additionally, through self-disclosure and openness, followers could become more selfactualized and eager to achieve a shared vision together (Greenleaf, 1977). Having a shared
vision allows employees to move forward, fueled by inner motivation to reach a common
purpose (Spears, 1998). A servant leader can bring change and transformation in the organization
using a strategic vision (Russell, 2000). This will require that instead of the leader being driven
by results and leading by using extrinsic motivators, s/he becomes someone who is able to
inspire and draw out the best of every employee from the inside out (Spears, 1998). This is very
important because following a shared vision yields more productive results (Spears, 1995).
Furthermore, building a shared vision does not require the other person to relinquish their
own vision; it is more about reaching harmony between all visions so the organization can move
forward together (Spears, 1995). It is not about abandoning each person’s uniqueness; on the
contrary, the organization requires uniqueness in order to succeed. One of the many ways a
shared vision can be accomplished is by having open critiques on projects; this way, an idea is
not developed by only one person. A synergistic opportunity arises when people respect other’s
ideas so much that they are willing to provide feedback on how to improve it (Spears, 1995).
Servant leaders “pursue [the shared] vision from a base of humility, empathy, compassion, and
commitment to ethical behavior [and they] empower those around them to work for the
attainment of that vision” (Lad and Luechauer, 1998 p. 64).
In addition, team and community building can only be achieved through the use of
communication (Chamberlain, 1995). Members of an organization should feel free to
communicate honestly. Greenleaf (1970) stated, “most of us at one time or another, some of us a
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good deal of time, would really like to communicate, really get through to a significant level of
meaning in the hearer’s experience” (p. 8). One area of the community should be able to
understand how other areas perform and what they are lacking. It is through honest
communication and an effort to understand one another that community can be build.
There has been a call for research regarding servant leadership communication
(Rennaker, 2008). Rennaker (2008) “suggest that future servant leadership research should
include communication as a primary topic and should develop a communication-based servant
leadership instrument” (p. III) because the “enhancement of a leader’s communication attitudes
and practices might facilitate servant leader formation” (p. 2). Smith et al. (2004) also evidence
the importance of communication in servant leadership by stating “servant leadership stresses
collaboration and integrity, where communication and persuasion skills become extremely
important” (p. 87). Furthermore, Winston (2004) states “servant leader models and theories
might want to include a focus on communication” (p. 607). Since research “underscores the
importance of communication to servant leadership” (Rennaker, 2008, p. 8), the purpose of this
study is to tie a specific type of communication, namely, motivating language, to servant
leadership and uncover if there is a relation between them. The aim is to answer the call for
research on this area, as well as to better understand the communicative patterns of servant
leadership and how these can enhance the positive outcomes of this leadership style.
Motivating Language Theory
It is well known that the manner in which managers communicate with their employees
will affect the motivation and performance of the latter (Sullivan, 1988). Baldoni (2003) stated,
“of all leadership behaviors, the ability to communicate may be the most
important…communication lays the foundation for leading others” (p. 5). Thus, a managerial
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style should be purposely and consciously paired up with a communication style in order to
achieve optimal results. Motivating language is a very specific type of language that, if combined
with the servant leadership style, can yield to organizational desired outcomes, such as better
performance, job satisfaction, and less turnover intention. Therefore, it is important to closely
analyze the motivating language theory, which “sees humans in a broader perspective–as
creatures focused not only on utility, but also on meaning and bonding” (Sullivan, 1988 p. 111).
The main purpose of Motivating Language is to “bridge the gap between leader intent
and employee outcomes through verbal communication” (Mayfield and Mayfield, 2012, p. 357).
According to Sullivan (1988), there are three roles of language in motivation theory. It is
composed of three roles of language, namely, uncertainty-reducing and increasing knowledge
(direction giving); reaffirming the subordinate’s sense of self-worth as a human being
(empathetic); and facilitating the subordinate’s construction of cognitive schemas (meaning
making) which serves as a guide for employees to perform their job duties in a cultural context
(Sullivan, 1988). Motivating language theory has evolved from being individual to dyadic, to
team-oriented, and finally, to “one that is instrumental in addressing organizational level
outcomes” (Mayfield et al. 2015, p. 97). Before motivating language, some other theories
included meaningfulness and empathy constructs (e.g. path goal theory, jobs characteristics
model), but these areas were highly underutilized. These theories assumed that the main goal of
communication was to supply the employee with information in order to reduce information
deficiencies or imbalances, and what employees sought the most was information because they
were “uncertain about how to satisfy needs, restore imbalances, accomplish goals, act in
accordance with values, or maximize utility” (Sullivan, 1988 p. 105).
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Direction giving language clarifies task roles, reduces uncertainty, provides direction, and
delegates clear responsibilities. It also aims at reducing worker anxiety caused by workload
requirements (Mayfield and Mayfield, 2009a). This is the most prevalent type of communication
that conforms the interaction of the leader with the follower (Mayfield et al. 1998). Sullivan
(1988), referring to direction giving language, stated that its purpose is to “reduce the worker’s
uncertainty about the relationship between an action and the attainment of a need, value, or
goal…[and this] triggers a mental calculation that results in an intention to expend effort” (p.
109). When a leader uses direction giving language, s/he needs to make sure to be verbally
specific about the proper course of action needed to attain a particular goal, and should include
deadlines, procedures, and an explanation of the results that will be obtained through excellent
performance (Mayfield et al. 2015).
Meaning making language can aid in the construction of schemas. Motivating language
theory posits that workers not only make assumptions from what they hear and see, but they also
use mental guidelines or schemas, built over time, that help them assess their situations
(Sullivan, 1988). Schemas or mental models are described as being mental maps that organize
concepts in a systematic pattern. Thus, schemas are a self-built arrangement of beliefs that give
meaning to social circumstances the individual encounters. In this way, “mental models serves as
a basis for interpretation of information, and for subsequent behavior…For
supervisors…meaning making language [serves] to facilitate the construction of schemas so that
these models guide work behavior in ways that are useful to the organization” (Sullivan, 1988 p.
107). A strong positive schema can lead to improved performance. In other words, meaning
making language helps the leader create a mental picture in the subordinates’ mind that
approximates the leader’s own mental picture (Holmes, 2012).
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Meaning making language can be used in three particular settings. First, it can be used to
provide knowledge about the norms, rituals, procedures, and symbolisms (Mayfield and
Mayfield, 2009b), which in turn reinforces the culture of the organization (Holmes, 2012). To
illustrate this, the leader uses organizational stories and metaphors. Metaphors help leaders give
concreteness and tangibility to abstract thoughts (Kouzes and Posner, 1987). An example of a
meaning making language can be a story about a successful outcome and how it was achieved
through the use of excellent problem solving skills and perseverance. The leader not only tells a
story, but also encourages a particular behavior by praising it. Behaviors shape the culture of the
organization. Therefore, by advocating certain types of behavior, the leader is strengthening and
reinforcing the organizational culture (Holmes, 2012). A leader can also deepen the employee’s
knowledge about the desired, acceptable, and unacceptable behaviors, and clarify how to behave
in distinct settings and around specific people (Mayfield et al. 2015). By using meaning making
language, “it is expected that as a worker better understands a workplace's cultural norms, he or
she will be able to perform better by adapting his or her workplace performance to methods that
will be more effective and efficient within the given organizational setting” (Mayfield and
Mayfield, 2009a p. 67).
Second, a leader can use meaning making language to emphasize how meaningful the
employee is to the organization (Mayfield et al. 2015). The leader can show the importance of
the employee’s contribution to the wholeness of the organization, how vital it is for him/her to
successfully perform his/her duties, and how his/her contribution can help reach the
organizational goals. And third, meaning making language can become a powerful tool of
outmost importance when facing organizational change (Mayfield et al. 2015). It is well known
that the only constant is change; thus, it is no surprise that in the face of an uncertain and
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dynamic environment an organization may have to undergo structural, cultural, and/or strategic
changes. By using meaning making language, the leader can aid the follower navigate through
the course of these unexpected changes by making sense of why they are necessary and
providing support to make the adaptation process as smooth as possible (Mayfield et al. 2015).
Finally, empathetic language takes place when the leader shows his/her human side and
communicates with employees reaching beyond the goal of economic gain (Mayfield et al.
2015). A leader can use empathetic language when supporting and encouraging the employee to
give his/her very best and when praising goals and achievements, but it can also be used to
compassionately support an employee in difficult times by showing genuine concern. This type
of language “connects leaders and followers together through the leader’s use of humanistic
expressions creating stronger emotional bonds between a leader and followers… [and] the
greater range of a leader emotion, the greater the range of connection with employees” (Holmes,
2012 p. 44). This language can also be used to emphasize how the company values the
employee as a human being instead of as an asset possessed by the company (Mayfield and
Mayfield, 2009b). Figure 2.4 is a graphical depiction of the three roles of language discussed.
There are four assumptions that have to be met in order to use motivating language
properly and effectively to motivate employees and reach organizational welfare through the use
of oral communication. First, the leader has to walk the talk and lead by example. Second,
direction giving, meaning making, and empathetic language will cover most of the leadership
speech. Third, even though motivating language was designed to address the communication
from the leader to the follower, there is an underlying assumption that the follower understands
the message the leader wants to convey.
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Figure 2.4 Motivating language model (Mayfield et al. 2015, p. 101)

And fourth, the three types of languages need to be strategically used in a combined
manner in order to achieve their purpose (Mayfield and Mayfield, 2012).
Within the first assumption, the congruence between the leader’s talk and action is crucial
if organizational achievements are to be attained. Mayfield and Mayfield (2007) stat, “employees
interpret leader speech within a behavioral context and, in cases of incongruity, tend to rely on
actions in lieu of words” (p. 88). If there is a discrepancy between the leader’s talk and his/her
actions, the talk will be seen as cheap (Mayfield et.al 1998), and employees will instead emulate
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his/her behavior rather than following directions. The leader’s capability to walk the talk requires
the embodiment of both speech and actions, because both of them represent the leader’s intention
(Holmes, 2012). To assess whether “a leader behavioral component…substantiate[d] the
assumption that ‘walking the talk’ is an essential ingredient for optimal engagement of
motivating language” (Mayfield and Mayfield, 2007 p. 96) Mayfield and Mayfield (2009a)
conducted a study in which leaders’ behavior and congruence in communication was tested by
using Leader Member Exchange Theory (LMX). Mayfield and Mayfield (2009a) believe that
“LMX theory “provide[s] a useful framework for analyzing the leader communication-behavior
link since it [is] a highly regarded theory of leader behavior with a dyadic nature that [is]
congruent with ML theory” (p. 66). The main purpose of this study is to unveil whether leader
behavior mediates the relationship between leader communication and employee outcomes. The
authors found a fully mediated effect. In other words, leaders should not only speak about good
behavior, they should also act on it in order to obtain positive results from employees.
The second assumption states that the three speeches will cover most of the leaderfollower communication. Motivating language opposes other motivational speech models, which
focus solely on direction giving language and assumes the individuals’ only need is to be
informed of new instructions and make sure they understand the current information. Motivating
language acknowledges that the leader’s role is not only to reduce uncertainty by providing
information, but also to make meaning out of the workplace and to show empathy in order to
make better personal connections. Mayfield et al. (1998) stated, “the three basic [roles of
language] represent most verbal expressions that can occur in leader-worker talk” (p. 237). This
means that aside from these three roles of language, there is little room for other communication
purposes.
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The third assumption focuses on the leader-follower communication, in other words, the
leader-initiated speech. Communicating with employees in a strategic manner can be an
influential factor in employee motivation and performance (Mayfield and Mayfield, 2002).
Leader communication has been shown to be critical in developing workers’ commitment
(Mayfield and Mayfield, 2002) to organizational goals. But this third assumption also infers that
the follower understands the message the leader is trying to convey. Without this understanding,
the purpose of communication will be futile. So it is the duty of both parties to make sure that the
messages are clearly understood in order to make progress and reach organizational goals. The
leader has the responsibility to inquire whether the message is well understood, but also the
followers have to make sure they understand the information the leader conveys. Most
communication problems arise because of misunderstandings and inaccuracies between both
parties, but these can be eliminated if the manager receives feedback from the employees
(Robbins et al. 2015).
With regards to the fourth assumption, direction giving, meaning making and empathetic
language should be used as a coordinated effort and strategically combined in order to create
synergy, as opposed to using them individually (Holmes, 2012). Mayfield and Mayfield (2009b)
give a clear example as to how the three roles of language can be combined: “A boss gives a
subordinate task requirements (direction-giving language) that include cultural norms of delivery
such as a required presentation on an organization’s intranet (meaning-making language) along
with verbal reassurances of task encouragement (empathetic language)” (p. 460).
Motivating language is a well tested theory that has yielded valid and significant results.
According to Mayfield (2009), “to date, studies report that high levels of Motivating Language
are significantly associated with improvements in employee performance (up to 17 %),
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attendance (up to 28 %), job satisfaction (up to 70 %), retention (up to 5 %), and innovation (up
to 20 %)” (p. 9). A meta-analysis on motivating language theory suggest the median correlation
between motivating language and absenteeism is -0.21, the correlation between motivating
language and job satisfaction can be as high as 0.65, and the relationship between motivating
language and employee performance has a median r of 0.17 (Mayfield and Mayfield, 2018).
Currently, there is a valid reliable scale to operationalize motivating language theory,
developed by Mayfield et al. (1995). This scale has been used and positive relationships have
been found with employee on job satisfaction, job performance, subordinates’ communication
satisfaction, perception of leader effectiveness and communication competence, self-efficacy,
retention, attendance, innovation, team creativity, and creative performance and e-leadership
effectiveness on virtual team settings (Mayfield and Mayfield, 2007, 2009; Mayfield et al., 1995,
1998; Mayfield and Mayfield, 2004; Sharbrough et al., 2006; Simmons and Sharbrough, 2013;
Wang et al. 2009; Kai-Tang et al. 2014). Additionally, researchers in Australia (Luca and Gray,
2004) and Taiwan (Kuo, 2009) have successfully adapted this scale to address the cultural
differences in motivation.
Servant Leadership and Motivating Language
There are some parallels between servant leadership style and motivating language
theory. This section will cover the most significant similarities between the two of them.
Empathy
As previously mentioned, empathy is at the core of servant leadership. Salovey and
Mayer (1997) hold that empathy may be the most important characteristic at the heart of
emotional intelligence. Additionally, Pavlovich and Krahnke (2012) argue:
“Empathy enhances connectedness through the unconscious sharing of neuropathways that dissolves the barriers between self and other. This
sharing…facilitates the ability to find common ground for solution building.
Second, empathy enhances connectedness through altruistic action. In giving to
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others, feelings of joy and harmony are activated. This in turn allows personal
freedom to be enriched and transcendence from the rational ego-self is reduced to
develop a more expansive, integrated and enlightened state underlying
connectedness. Finally, empathy enhances connectedness…where there is little
separation between self and other. This means living beyond self-interest in a
coherent world based upon interdependent wholeness” (p. 131)
Equivalently, in motivating language theory, empathetic language focuses on the human side of
the leader. According to the theory, when the leader opens up and shows his/her human side, s/he
is confident employees will perform well (Sullivan, 1988). This type of language makes human
bonds an important piece in the employee’s job. The ability to be empathetic brings together
servant leadership style and motivating language theory.
Meaningfulness
Research has shown that employees’ perception that life is meaningful correlates with job
satisfaction (van Tilburg and Igou, 2013). Thus, it can also be inferred that a meaningful life can
also affect work performance. According to van Tilburg and Igou (2013) “People seek to fulfill
their potentials and possibilities…and many goals that people find highly valued hold the
promise of personal growth, self-transcendence, and self-worth, are important facets of meaning
in life,” (p. 375). In other words, employees perceive that his/her contribution is meaningful if it
is related to important organizational goals. In similar terms with servant leadership, where “the
work exists for the person as much as the person exist for the work” (Greenleaf, 1977 p. 154),
implying that work is meaningful to employees, motivating language asserts that “work can be
an end in itself, an internal sense the worker has of his or her place in the world” (Sullivan, 1988
p. 106). Inasmuch as bringing meaning to work is important for servant leadership, motivating
language also considers that meaningfulness at work is a vital element of every job.
Contingency
Servant leadership is a continuous test that must be applied to every action (Greenleaf,
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1977). Additionally, a servant leader can “use whatever leadership style (directive, supportive, or
some combination)” (Elizondo, 2011p.38) to fit the needs of every employee. Research suggests
that effective leadership behavior is also contingent upon the situation and the employee
characteristics (Howell and Costley, 2006). In other words, what is an appropriate behavior in a
particular situation may be inadequate if the situation changes. Therefore, if a leader wants to be
effective over time, he/she must behave differently in different situations (Howell and Costley,
2006). Additionally, if a leader wants to be effective in communicating with employees, it is
important that s/he recognizes that different people respond to different communication styles
(Monford and Willing, 1993). Thus, leader behavior does not remain static over time. His/her
behavior and communication style depend on the situation as much as on the person. According
to Holmes (2012) it is this ability to adapt the motivating language to situation and individual
that demonstrates the “‘strategic’ use of motivating language” (p.50). A leader must be deliberate
about which motivating language’s role of language to use and how to use it (Holmes, 2012).
Hence, contingency is a common factor in both servant leadership and motivating
language. However, it is important to remember that in spite of contingency, morals and values
remain constant in servant leadership. No matter the circumstances, the integrity and best interest
of all involved stakeholders will not be compromised.
Moment-by-moment
As previously stated, servant leadership is not a frame you can hang on the wall; it is a
sharp sword that cuts through every leader’s action (McGee-Cooper and Trammell, 1995).
Similarly, motivating language is an “all-day, every-day managerial task” (Sullivan, 1988 p.
113). Just as contingency is an ever-present element in both servant leadership and motivating
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language, the need to be conscious of every situation is important in deciding how the leader will
act and speak.
Vision
Motivating language theory’s objective is to describe how managers, who are able to
motivate employees, communicate. Barge et al. (1989) spoke about “the necessity for leaders to
possess sufficient language and rhetorical skills to create compelling visions for their followers”
(p. 360). Managers should do more than just provide information and feedback. They should
become advocates of the organization’s goals, vision, and mission and make it a habit of
communicating continuously and informally with employees (Holmes, 2012). According to Daft
and Weick (1984), it is the leader’s duty to scan and understand the business environment. Based
on this understanding, the leader can determine the organization’s direction, and then
communicate it to all stakeholders. However, there has been scant research on the methods used
by the leader to articulate the organizational vision and how s/he does it in an empathetic or
humane way, considering both internal and external stakeholders (Mayfield et al. 2015).
Therefore, Mayfield et al. (2015) propose that:
“Meaning-making language enhances top leaders’ communication of strategic
vision and related values through clarification of shared mental models,
organizational beliefs, positive future direction, and inclusive emphasis on the
significance of employees and external stakeholders to this vision; directiongiving language enhances communication of top leader strategic vision and
related values by dispelling ambiguity and explicating organizational goals,
rewards, and objectives…performance feedback from direction-giving language
should also energize employee organizational goal attainment; and empathetic
language will enhance communication of strategic vision and related values by
manifesting organizational appreciation of and sensitivity to both internal and
external stakeholders” (p. 108)
The company’s inspirational vision is instrumental in attaining organizational success, and if it
emanates from strong values, it has the power to improve employees’ work life (Mayfield et al.
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2015). This inspirational vision is as important for servant leadership as it is for motivating
language.
These analogous characteristics between servant leadership and motivating language are
not exhaustive, but are the most prominent. The next section will focus on important
organizational outcomes.
Servant Leadership and Job Performance
Job performance, at its most basic level, is comprised of a process aspect (i.e. behavioral)
and an outcome aspect (Borman and Motowidlo, 1993). The behavioral aspect refers to the
action performed at work, what people do, while the outcome aspect refers to the result of that
specific action (Sonnentag et al. 2008). Although the process and the outcome are related to one
another, there are other factors that influence the outcome besides the process aspect. For
example, even though a sales representative may be doing a superb job at promoting a specific
product, if there is no demand for it, success will be low (Sonnentag et al. 2008).
Predictors of job performance include person and situation-specific factors. Personspecific factors refer to the differences between individuals, but are characterized by consistency
within individuals (Sonnentag et al. 2008). Person-specific factors that predict job performance
include cognitive abilities, knowledge, experience, and non-cognitive traits like “personality
factors such as proposed by the Five Factor Model, the proactive personality concept, and core
self-evaluations” (Sonnentag et al. 2008 p. 434). Situation-specific factors include work
characteristics and job design. Hackman and Oldham (1976) hold that “core job characteristics
(i.e., skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback) support the quality of
job performance by enhancing critical psychological states (i.e., experienced meaningfulness of
the work, experienced responsibility for outcomes of the work, and knowledge of the actual
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results of the work activities)” (p. 252).
Additionally, research supports that a “well-designed job has a positive effect on job
performance” (Sonnetag et al. 2008 p. 436). On the opposite side of the spectrum of job
performance enhancers, are factors that can hinder it. Some examples are role stressors,
situational constraints (such as defective machines), and lack of information (Sonnentag et al.
2008).
There are positive consequences of good job performance for both employees and the
organization. For the employee, excelling at job performance can result in job satisfaction,
mastery, and high self-efficacy, with some additional tangible and intangible benefits such as
promotions, recognition, and better career opportunities (Sonnentag et al. 2008). For the
organization, having high performing employees can yield increased profits and overall
organizational health.
Leader behavior is a strong determinant of employees’ job performance. For example,
servant leaders, with their characteristic altruistic behavior, will often “offer timely assistance
while employees try to attain work goals and master new skills” (Chen et al. 2014 p. 513),
therefore positively enhancing employees’ job performance. Additionally, servant leaders, are
more likely to treat their subordinates in a compassionate and egalitarian manner, seeing them as
equals and fostering cooperation among all of them, positively impacting performance (Chen et
al. 2014). They are also able to boost performance through caring behavior and genuine concern
for subordinates’ needs (McCaan et al. 2014). Furthermore, by fostering positive relationships
characterized by “mutual trust, respect and obligation,” a servant leader can effect employees’
performance (Schwepker and Schultz, 2015 p. 96).
In the service industry, where employees have to deal directly with the customer, servant
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leadership can be beneficial in promoting excellent performance. By emulating servant
leadership behavior “such as acceptance and tolerance”, employees can offer better customer
service and improve their overall performance (Chen et al. 2014 p. 513). But servant leadership
need not to be relevant only in the service industry. By “building employees’ confidence in their
collective ability to be effective,” servant leaders not only benefit individual job performance,
but organizational performance as well (Chiniara and Bentein, 2016 p. 131). Furthermore, in the
context of social exchange theory, which focuses on reciprocity, if servant leaders give
themselves selflessly to their subordinates and support their growth, employees will feel the need
to repay their benevolence, excelling at their performance (Grisaffe et al. 2016).
There is empirical evidence that servant leadership can modify employee behavior.
Servant leaders can motivate employees to go over and beyond in their specific tasks and duties
(Netemeyer et al., 2005; McCaan et al. 2014). Servant leaders can also mold employee attitudes
and can create positive work environments that benefit both employees and organizational
outcomes (Walumbwa et al. 2010). Additionally, a positive link has been proven to exist
between servant leadership and employee satisfaction (e.g. Donghong et al. 2012), and employee
satisfaction has been found to be strong predictor of job performance (Rehman, 2012). Other
studies have also shown that servant leadership positively effects job performance (Chen et al.
2014; Chiniara and Bentein, 2016; Choudhary et al. 2013; Grisaffe et al. 2016; Jaramillo et al.
2009b; Liden et al. 2008; Liden et al. 2014; Ehrhart, 2004; Searle and Barbuto, 2011: Harwiki,
2013; Jones, 2011). However, none of these studies analyze how communication can be used to
achieve improved job performance.
Servant Leadership and Turnover Intention
Employee separation occurs when a particular employee leaves the organization
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permanently (Cascio and Boudreau, 2011). Along with turnover rates come separation costs,
replacement costs, training costs, and lost productivity and lost business costs. Separation costs
include the “exit interview, the administrative functions related to termination, separation pay,
and unemployment tax” (Cascio and Boudreau, 2011 p. 90). The replacement costs include “the
communication of job availability, the pre-employment administrative functions, the entrance
interview, testing, staff meeting, travel/moving expenses, post-employment acquisition and
dissemination of information, and in-house or contracted medical examinations” (Cascio and
Boudreau, 2011 p. 97). Training costs include “informational literature, instruction in a formal
training program, and instruction by employee assignment” (Cascio and Boudreau, 2011 p. 101).
The costs of lost productivity and lost business include “the additional overtime to cover the
vacancy, the additional temporary help, the reduced productivity while the new employee is
learning the job, and the lost productive time due to low morale of remaining employees”
(Cascio and Boudreau, 2011 p. 105). Therefore, in order to avoid these costs, it is of paramount
importance to employ and retain productive employees.
Being able to retain employees can determine an organization’s success or failure
(Mayfield and Mayfield, 2007). Retention is a primary function of talent management, which can
be defined as “the implementation of integrated strategies or systems designed to increase
workplace productivity by developing improved processes for attracting, developing, retaining,
and utilizing people with the required skills and aptitude to meet current and future business
needs” (Lockwood, 2006 p. 2). Job satisfaction, the previously analyzed organizational outcome,
also has an impact on retention or turnover intention (Schneider and George, 2011). When the
working environment fulfills the employees’ intrinsic and extrinsic needs, it is more likely that
the employee will be satisfied and decide to remain in the organization (Kashyap and Rangnekar,
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2014). Furthermore, when “attractive HR policies and practices” are implemented, such as
proper “compensation, training and development, work life balance, career advancement, job
characteristics, quality of work life, and recruitment strategies,” employees will feel compelled
to stay in the organization (Kashyap and Rangnekar, 2014 p. 108). Most of these variables are in
agreement with servant leadership philosophy.
There is empirical evidence that servant leadership can reduce employee turnover
intentions (e.g. Babakus et al., 2011; Jaramillo et al. 2009a; Kashyap and Rangnekar, 2014;
Jones, 2011). Because servant leaders depend on one-on-one communication to assess the
competencies of each of their subordinates, they are able to get the best out of them (Babakus et
al., 2011). If employees feel competent and satisfied with their performance, they are less likely
to leave the organization. Even though Babakus et al. (2011) mentions the importance of servant
leader communication in relation to turnover intention, there is no present study that analyzes
how communication can influence this relationship.
Servant Leadership and Job Satisfaction
There are many definitions of job satisfaction. H.H. Dalai Lama and Culter (2003) define it
as “a productive and meaningful activity, the exercise of skills, though interacting with and
shaping our environment” (p. 191). According to Spector (1997), “job satisfaction is simply how
people feel about their jobs and different aspects of their jobs” (p. 2). In a more explicit manner,
Locke (1976) defines job satisfaction as the emotional state that derives from the personal
appraisal of the individual’s job.
Job satisfaction is the most researched variable in organizational behavior studies (Spector,
1997). From a humanitarian perspective, job satisfaction manifests if people are treated
respectfully and fairly. Job satisfaction is also an indicator of psychological health and emotional
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well-being. Job satisfaction can predict future positive behavior, or negative behavior if there is a
lack of job satisfaction. Furthermore, job satisfaction can serve as an assessment of the adequate
functioning of an organization. If there is job dissatisfaction, then there are troubled areas that
need attention (Spector, 1997). Job satisfaction is not a behavior but an attitudinal variable. Job
satisfaction refers to the attitude an employee has toward his/her job, researchers are concerned
with this outcome because it can predict attendance, performance and intention to stay (Robins el
at. 2015).
Leaders have an enormous influence on employee job satisfaction. The way leaders treat
subordinates can mark the difference between satisfied and dissatisfied employees. There is
empirical evidence that high quality relationships between a leader and her/his subordinates can
result in increased intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction (Stringer, 2006). Intrinsic job
satisfaction is related to “autonomy, the urge to direct our own lives; mastery, desire to get better
and better at something that matters; and purpose, the yearning to do what with do in a service of
something that is larger than ourselves” (Pink, 2009 p. 10). It can also encompass recognition of
improved performance recognition, entrusted responsibility, growth opportunity offers (Warr et
al. 1979; Williams and Anderson, 1991). Extrinsic job satisfaction is related to variables such as
immediate supervisors, co-workers, work conditions, and pay rate (Warr et al. 1979; Williams
and Anderson, 1991). Because servant leaders pay close attention to the quality of their
relationships with their employees (which has a direct impact on intrinsic and extrinsic job
satisfaction), a positive and trusting environment can be built, and this can influence overall job
satisfaction (Chan and Mak, 2014). Additionally, because servant leaders selflessly focus on the
wellbeing of subordinates, they are more likely to surpass employees’ expectations, and this can
have a positive impact on employee job satisfaction (Grisaffe et al. 2016).
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Servant leadership has been empirically proven to positively affect job satisfaction (Mayer
et al. 2008; Chan and Mak, 2014; Grisaffe et al. 2016; McCann et al. 2014; Murari and Gupta,
2012; van Dierendonck, 2011; van Dierendonck and Nuijten, 2011; Jones, 2011). In this study,
interest lies on whether or not communication plays an important role in the relationship between
servant leadership and job satisfaction.
Servant Leadership and Absenteeism
Research suggests there are several factors that determine employee voluntary
absenteeism. First, when employees want to avoid adverse circumstances at work, or feel a lack
of job satisfaction and commitment, they may feel the need to withdraw themselves from work,
and therefore, engage in absenteeism (Bakker et al., 2003). Furthermore, it may be that
absenteeism not only relates to employees’ attitudes, but also to the job characteristics. For
example, the job stress may be overwhelming and employees may feel an inability to cope with
job demands, and therefore do not attend work. Increased workloads and monotonous tasks
intensify job stress, and this in turn increases absenteeism (Bakker et al., 2003). Additionally,
absenteeism can be more pervasive if employees hold an unfavorable attitude towards their
supervisor (Muchinsky, 1977). Studies have also concluded that providing employees with
organizational resources to withstand the job demands, giving employees sufficient job
autonomy, and equipping them with relevant job training, will tend to reduce absenteeism
(Bakker et al., 2003). Servant leaders’ actions include making sure employees have the necessary
training and resources to cope with job demands and that they have enough job autonomy needed
to perform their job in a timely and edifying manner. Even though there is scan evidence on
these two constructs, Rauch (2007) found a negative relation between servant leadership and
absenteeism. It is of interest to this study to find whether communication plays an important role
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in this relationship.
Culture
Although this will not be a cultural study, it will be analyzing both leadership styles and
communication methods in two countries, namely, the U.S. and India. Therefore, national culture
will be included in the analysis. These countries have been proven to be significantly different
when it comes to cultural characteristics. Cross-cultural studies have always emphasized the
association between leadership styles and culture (House et al. 2002). Cultural dimensions such
as power distance and humane orientation are said to be related to the servant leadership style
(Mittal and Dorfman, 2012). For example, power distance is negatively related to the
characteristics of servant leadership. Therefore, if power distance is low, subordinates will feel
empowered and comfortable when participating in the organizational decision-making process.
One of the most popular cultural typologies used in cross-cultural studies are Hosftede’s
cultural dimensions. Hofstede defined culture as “the collective programming of the mind that
distinguishes the members of one group or category of people from another” (2001, p. 9).
Hofstede’s dimensions are power distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism/collectivism,
masculinity/femininity, and long term/short term orientation (Hofstede, 2011). These dimensions
will be used to decide if the two countries correspond to two different groups, representing each
country respectively. It is important to note that these cultural measures will only be included as
validity checks in this study.
Research Models and Hypotheses
Four research models will be tested in order to find the best fit of the relationship
between servant leadership and motivating language. As previously mentioned, there is empirical
evidence that servant leadership enhances worker performance, increases job satisfaction, and
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diminishes turnover intention. There is also empirical evidence that motivating language has a
positive impact on employee performance (Mayfield et al. 1998) job satisfaction (Mayfield et al.
1998; Sharbrough et al. 2006) and employee retention (Mayfield and Mayfield, 2007). Therefore,
there is an expectation that a magnifying potential exists when combining a servant leadership
style with the use of motivating language. As mentioned before, both servant leadership and
motivating language emphasize the importance of communication. A genuine care for
subordinates exists in both motivating language and servant leadership. The two coincide in
demonstrating empathy to subordinates. Applying both servant leadership and motivating
language is a moment-by-moment choice; both converge in believing in the importance of a
shared vision and that a leader should walk the talk and bring meaning to work. Organizations
that seek to develop “organizational culture based on openness, trust, and teamwork” (Laub,
1999 p. 24) could potentially benefit from a servant leadership style paired up with a motivating
language communication style.
It is unclear what type of relationship exists between servant leadership and motivating
language, or if any exists at all. Therefore, four different models were tested in order to find the
best fit and identify what role motivating language plays in the relationship between servant
leadership and positive organizational outcomes.
Based on the previous review of the literature, the following hypotheses were formulated
for both the U.S. and India:
Hypotheses H1a to H1h refer to the direct relationship between servant leadership and
employee outcomes, as well as the direct relationship between motivating language and
employee outcomes. These hypotheses are illustrated in table 2.1.
Table 2.1 Motivating Language and Servant Leadership Direct Effects Hypotheses
H1a:

Servant leadership has a direct relationship with performance

H1b:

Servant leadership has a direct relationship with employee turnover
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Table 2.1 continued
H1c:

Servant leadership has a direct relationship with job satisfaction

H1d:

Servant leadership has a direct relationship with absenteeism

H1e:

Motivating language has a direct relationship with performance

H1f:

Motivating language has a direct relationship with employee turnover

H1g:

Motivating language has a direct relationship with job satisfaction

H1h:

Motivating language has a direct relationship with absenteeism

Figure 2.5 shows the research model representing the relationship between motivating
language, servant leadership, and organizational outcomes hypothesized above (H1a to H1h).
Hypotheses H2a to H2d refer to motivating language’s mediating role between servant
leadership and employee outcomes. These hypotheses are illustrated in table 2.2.
Table 2.2 Motivating Language as a Mediator Hypotheses
H2a: Motivating language mediates the relationship between servant leadership and
performance.
H2b: Motivating language mediates the relationship between servant leadership and employee
turnover.
H2c: Motivating language mediates the relationship between servant leadership and job
satisfaction.
H2d: Motivating language mediates the relationship between servant leadership and
absenteeism.
Figure 2.6 shows the research model representing the relationship between motivating
language, servant leadership, and organizational outcomes hypothesized above (H2a to H2d).
Hypotheses H3a to H3d refer to motivating language’s partial mediator role between
servant leadership and employee outcomes. These hypotheses are illustrated in table 2.3.
Figure 2.7 shows the research model representing the relationship between motivating
language, servant leadership, and organizational outcomes hypothesized above (H3a to H3d).
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Figure 2.5 Motivating Language and Servant Leadership Direct Effects

Table 2.3 Motivating Language as a Partial Mediator Hypotheses
H3a: Motivating language partially mediates the relationship between servant leadership and
performance.
H3b: Motivating language partially mediates the relationship between servant leadership and
employee turnover.
H3c: Motivating language partially mediates the relationship between servant leadership and
job satisfaction.
H3d: Motivating language partially mediates the relationship between servant leadership and
absenteeism.
Hypotheses H4a to H4d refer to motivating language’s moderating role between servant
leadership and employee outcomes. These hypotheses are illustrated in table 2.4.
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Figure 2.6 Motivating Language as a Mediator

Table 2.4 Motivating Language as Moderator Hypotheses
H4a: Motivating language moderates the relationship between servant leadership and
performance.
H4b: Motivating language moderates the relationship between servant leadership and
employee turnover.
H4c: Motivating language moderates the relationship between servant leadership and job
satisfaction.
H4d: Motivating language moderates the relationship between servant leadership and
absenteeism.
Figure 2.8 shows the research model representing the relationship between motivating
language, servant leadership, and organizational outcomes hypothesized above (H4a to H4d).
The difference of perception in both countries is depicted by the following hypothesis:
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Table 2.5 Differences in the U.S. and India Hypothesis
H5: The relationship between servant leadership, motivating language, and organizational
outcomes will be significantly different in the US and India

Figure 2.7 Motivating Language as a Partial Mediator

Figure 2.8 Motivating Language as a Moderator
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

Data collection
The sample consists of 204 surveys for the U.S., and 200 surveys for India, making a
total of 404 surveys. Data was collected though the use of Amazon Mechanical Turk because it
can target a diverse sample. This devise has been used since 2010 by researchers to recruit
subjects for social sciences experiments (mturk.com).
The U.S. Sample
The U.S. sample consisted of 52 percent male and 48 percent female. 1 percent of the
sample’s age ranged between 18 and 20 years of age; 39 percent between 21 and 30 years; 27
percent between 31 and 40 years; 16 percent between 41 and 50 years; 13 percent between 51
and 60 years; and 4 percent of the sample were more than 60 years old. In regards to race, 73
percent of the sample are white, 9 percent black, 6 percent Hispanic, 6 percent Asian, 1 percent
Middle Eastern, 1 percent Native American, 3 percent mixed, and 1 percent other. In terms of
education, 0.5 percent did not complete high school, 20 percent completed high school, 60
percent completed college, 19 percent completed a professional or graduate degree, and 0.5
percent chose not to answer. With respect to the working sector, 2 percent of the sample works in
the energy sector, 12 percent in the industrial sector, 12 percent in the consumer good production
(discretionary) sector, 6 percent in the consumer good production (staples) sector, 12 percent in
the health care sector, 8 percent in the financial sector, 19 percent in the information technology
sector, 5 percent in the telecommunication services sector, 3 percent in the utilities sector, 1
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percent in the real state sector, 13 percent in the education sector, 1 percent in the military sector,
and 6 percent in the government (non-military) sector.
India Sample
The Indian sample consisted of 75 percent male and 25 percent female. 1 percent of the
sample’s age ranged between 18 and 20 years of age; 53 percent between 21 and 30 years; 36
percent between 31 and 40 years; 7 percent between 41 and 50 years; 2 percent between 51 and
60 years; and 1 percent of the sample were more than 60 years old. In regards to race, 3 percent
of the sample are white, 2 percent black, 90 percent Asian, 1 percent Middle Eastern, 1 percent
Native American, and 3 percent other. In terms of education, 2 percent completed high school,
34 percent completed college, and 64 percent completed a professional or graduate degree. With
respect to the working sector, 2 percent of the sample works in the energy sector, 4 percent in the
materials extraction sector, 9 percent in the industrial sector, 2 percent in the consumer good
production (discretionary) sector, 4 percent in the consumer good production (staples) sector, 7
percent in the health care sector, 15 percent in the financial sector, 41 percent in the information
technology sector, 3 percent in the telecommunication services sector, 2 percent in the utilities
sector, 1 percent in the real state sector, 9 percent in the education sector, and 6 percent in the
government (non-military) sector. A comparison on gender statistics between the U.S. and India
is illustrated on Table 3.1.
Table 3.1 Gender descriptive statistics for the U.S. and India
Gender
Male
Female

The
U.S.
52%
48%

India
75%
25%

Table 3.2 compares age ranges statistics between the U.S. and India.
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Table 3.2 Age descriptive statistics for the U.S. and India
Age
18-20
21-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
60 or more

The
U.S.
1%
39%
27%
16%
13%
4%

India
1%
53%
36%
7%
2%
1%

Table 3.3 examines race statistics for the U.S. and India.
Table 3.3 Race descriptive statistics for the U.S. and India
Race
White
Black
Hispanic
Asian
Middle Eastern
Native American
Mixed
Other

The
U.S.
73%
9%
6%
6%
1%
1%
3%
1%

India
3%
2%
N/A
90%
1%
1%
N/A
3%

Table 3.4 shows the education statistics for both the U.S. and India.
Table 3.4 Education descriptive statistics for the U.S. and India
Education
Did not complete high school
High school
College
Graduate degree
Preferred not to answer

The
U.S.
0.50%
20%
60%
19%
0.50%

India
N/A
2%
34%
64%
N/A

Table 3.5 provides a comparison on the sector statistics between the U.S. and India.
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Table 3.5 Sector descriptive statistics for the U.S. and India
Sector
Energy
Materials extraction
Industrial
Consumer goods discretionary
Consumer goods - staples
Health care
Financial
Information technology
Telecommunications
Utilities
Real state
Education
Military
Government

The
U.S.
2%
N/A
12%

India
2%
4%
9%

12%
6%
12%
8%
19%
5%
3%
1%
13%
1%
6%

2%
4%
7%
15%
41%
3%
2%
1%
9%
N/A
6%

Variables
Figures 2.6, 2.7 and 2.8 are composed of one independent variable, one intervening
variable, and three dependent variables. Figure 2.5 is composed of two independent variables and
three dependent variables. In Figures 2.6, 2.7 and 2.8, the independent variable is servant
leadership. This is a formative latent construct, which means that the indicators are not assumed
to load strongly on the construct. The indicators of the servant leadership construct are
measuring the eight different characteristics of servant leadership mentioned in chapter 2. The
intervening variable, namely, motivating language, plays a role either as mediator, partial
mediator, or moderator. This is also a formative latent construct, in which the indicators measure
the three characteristics of motivating language. The three dependent variables, such as
employee performance, employee turnover, job satisfaction, and absenteeism are reflective latent
constructs. That means that the indicators are supposed to load strongly on the constructs. In
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figure 2.5, the only difference is that motivating language is not an intervening variable but an
independent variable.
Measurement
The instrument for this study is comprised of several tested scales. The used scales are as
follows: The Servant Leadership Survey (SLS) by van Dierendonck and Nuijten (2011),
composed of 30 items; the Motivating Language Theory Scale by Mayfield et al. (1995),
composed of 24 items; the Performance scale created by Mayfield et al. (1998), composed of 8
items; the seven item scale for Turnover Intention developed by Mayfield and Mayfield (2007);
an adaptation of Robert Hoppock (1935) Job Satisfaction Blank # 5 scale was used, composed of
four items; the 11 items Absenteeism scale by Mayfield and Mayfield (2009); and an adaptation
of The Servant Leadership Survey (SLS) by van Dierendonck and Nuijten (2011) composed of
30 items to assess Organizational Leadership Climate. Additionally, Hofstede’s cultural
dimensions scale, composed of 20 items, was used for checks on cultural differences, and not as
model variables. Finally, demographic questions were asked in order to understand if there is any
variability between these constructs.
Manipulation Check
This study was conducted in two different countries, and therefore it is important to
ensure the two different samples are in fact representative of their respective countries. A section
of the instrument was devoted to questions from Hofstede’s study of cultural dimensions. Even
though Hofstede’s study has received some criticism from some studies, it has also been
successfully used by others (Hofstede, 2001; Ronen and Shenkar, 1985; Shackleton and Ali,
1990). Hofstede’s instrument has questions that measure each of the cultural dimensions: power
distance, individualism/collectivism, masculinity/femininity, uncertainty avoidance, and long
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term orientation. In his study, Hofstede provided each country with a score on each dimension.
For the power distance dimension, the U.S. received a score of 40 and India a score of 77, with a
difference of 37. For individualism/collectivism, the U.S. received a score of 91 while India
received a score of 48, with a difference of 43. For masculinity/femininity, the U.S. received a
score of 62 and India a score of 56, with a difference of only 6. For uncertainty avoidance, the
U.S. received a score of 46, while India received a score of 40, with a difference of 6. Lastly, for
long term orientation, the U.S. received a score of 26 and India a score of 51, with a difference of
25 (see table 3.6).
Table 3.6 Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions: The U.S. vs. India

Country
The U.S.
India
Difference

Power
distance
40
77
37

Individualism/ Masculinity/
Collectivism
Femininity
91
62
48
56
43
6

Uncertainty
Avoidance
46
40
6

Long Term
Orientation
26
51
25

When comparing the scores between each country, one would expect to find significant
statistical differences in the power distance, individualism/collectivism, and long term
orientation dimensions. At the same time, one would not expect to find significant differences in
the masculinity/femininity and uncertainty avoidance dimensions because the two countries are
only 6 points away from each other in each dimension. This can be illustrated in Figure 3.1.
Each dimension was measured using survey questions. The survey question used to
measure power read as follows: “An organization structure in which certain subordinates have
two bosses should be avoided at all costs”. The indicator for individualism/collectivism was the
following question: “In an ideal job, it is important to have sufficient time for your personal or
family life”.
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Figure 3.1 Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions for the U.S. and India
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The question to measure the masculinity/femininity dimension was: “In an ideal job, it is
important to cooperate well with one another”. To measure uncertainty avoidance, the question
used was: “How often do you feel nervous or tense at work?” Finally, in order to measure the
long term orientation dimension, the questionnaire included the following question: “In an ideal
job, it is important to have respect for tradition”. For a detailed list of indicators please refer to
Appendix C.
A cultural manipulation check was conducted, in which a country dummy variable was
created to perform the comparison. This variable pointed at each cultural dimension’s latent
variables, composed of the aforementioned cultural indicators collected in this study. Significant
betas would indicate statistical significant differences between the two countries, and therefore
this would corroborate that in fact, the samples are representative of their respective countries.
Additionally, when there is no expectation of significant effects, such being the case of
masculinity/femininity and uncertainty avoidance dimensions, it is recommended to use the P-

85
values for a two-tailed test (Kock, 2015). Results of this manipulation check are shown on table
3.7.
Table 3.7 Cultural Manipulation check between the U.S. and India
Dimension
Beta
P-Value
Power distance
-0.140 0.001***
Individualism/Collectivism
0.121 0.001***
Masculinity/Femininity
0.007
0.900NS
Uncertainty Avoidance
-0.012
0.800NS
Long Term Orientation
-0.422 0.001***
Note: * = P<0.05; ** = P<0.01; *** = P<0.001; NS = not statistically significant
From the above results it can be seen there is a significant difference between the U.S.
and India. Both countries are significantly different in the power distance,
individualism/collectivism, and long-term orientation dimensions. At the same time, there are not
significant differences between both countries in the masculinity/femininity and uncertainty
avoidance dimensions, in which both countries are fairly similar. An exploration of the statistical
power and minimum sample size requirements was conducted. The minimum absolute
significant path coefficient in the manipulation check model was 0.121 for the
individualism/collectivism dimension. For a power level of 0.79 with a significance level of
0.05, the minimum sample size should be 398. The sample size in this study is 404; therefore, the
model has statistical power. It can then be concluded that in accordance with Hofstede’s cultural
study, each sample is representative of its country.
Structural Equation Modeling
Structural equation modeling (SEM) is a relatively new technique that emerged in the
1970s; it has been widely used in “psychology, sociology, the biological sciences, educational
research, political science, and market research” (Golob, 2003 p. 3). SEM techniques such as
LISREL and partial least squares (PLS) are second generation statistical techniques (Gefen et al.,
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2000). Compared to first generation statistical techniques such as linear regression, SEM allows
researchers to answer questions in a single, systematic, and comprehensive analysis.
SEM can simultaneously model relationships between various independent and dependent
variables (Gefen et al., 2000). In comparison, first generation statistical techniques can only
perform one analysis at a time of the layer of linkages among independent and dependent
constructs (Gefen et al., 2000). Therefore, SEM is a statistical modeling technique in which a
large number of exogenous and endogenous variables can be analyzed; additionally, SEM can
analyze latent or unobserved variables that are determined as the linear combinations of the
observed constructs (Golob, 2003). Additionally, the analysis of the measurement errors of the
observed variables is an integral part of the model, and factor analysis is combined with
hypotheses testing (Gefen et al., 2000). Therefore, in the same analysis, the factor analysis and
the hypotheses can be tested.
The main purpose of SEM is to showcase that a model developed from existing theory
fits closely with the sample data in relation to the difference among the “sample the modelpredicted covariance matrices” (Dion, 2008, p. 365). There are several advantages of using SEM:
1.SEM estimates all coefficients in the model simultaneously. Thus, one is able to
assess the significance and strength of a particular relationship in the context of the
complete model.
2.In many models, an independent variable in one relationship, becomes a dependent
model in other relationships. Regression cannot handle this very well and requires
the use of hierarchical regression.
3.Multicollinearity is a problem in multiple regression. In SEM multicollinearity can
be modeled and thus assessed.
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4.When using latent variables in SEM, measurement error is eliminated and thus
more valid coefficients are obtained (Dion, 2008, p. 365).
Additionally, SEM is capable of analyzing both direct and indirect effects and categorize
measurement and prediction error. Furthermore, SEM permits the representation of latent
variables through multiple measures, and gives a concomitant assessment of measured and
structural relations (Bullock et al., 1994)
SEM techniques are divided in two main categories: covariance-based SEM and
variance-based SEM (or partial-least-squares-based) (Hsu et al. 2006). The two have different
objectives, assumptions, and constitution of the fits statistics they provide (Gefen et al., 2000).
While covariance-based SEM minimizes variation among the observed and predicted variancecovariance matrices to assess path coefficients and loadings, variance-based SEM uses a multiple
regression approach to assess the parameters that resembles the principal component (Hsu et al.
2006). The following table 3.8 highlights the differences between LISREL (representing
covariance-based SEM), PLS (representing variance based-SEM) and linear regression.
Table 3.8 LISREL, PLS, and Linear regression comparison
Issue

LISREL

PLS

Linear regression

Objective of
Overall Analysis

Show that the null
hypothesis of the
entire proposed
model is plausible,
while rejecting pathspecific
null
hypotheses of no
effect.

Reject a set of path
specific null
hypotheses of no
effect.

Reject a set of pathspecific
null
hypotheses of no
effect.

Objective of
Variance Analysis

Overall model fit,
such as insignificant
χ2 or high AGFI.

Variance
explanation (High
R-square).

Variance
explanation (High
R-square).
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Table 3.8 continued
Issue

LISREL

PLS

Linear regression

Required Theory
Base

Requires sound
theory base.
Supports
confirmatory
research.

Assumed
Distribution

Multivariate normal,
if estimation is
trough ML.
Deviations from
multivariate normal
are supported with
other estimation
techniques.

Relatively robust to
deviations from a
multivariate
distribution.

Relatively robust to
deviations from a
multivariate
distribution, with
established methods
of handling nonmultivariate
distributions.

Required Minimal
Sample Size

At least 100-150
cases

At least 10 times the
number of items in
the most complex
construct.

Supports smaller
sample sizes,
although a sample
of at least 30 is
required.

Maps paths to many
dependent (latent or
observed) variables
in the same research
model and analyze
all the paths
simultaneously
rather than one at a
time
Maps reflective
observed variables

Supported

Supported

Not Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

Maps formative
observed variables

Not Supported

Supported

Not Supported

Does not necessarily Does not necessarily
require sound theory require sound theory
base. Supports both base. Supports both
exploratory and
exploratory and
confirmatory
confirmatory
research.
research.

From: Gefen et al. (2000 p. 9)
As illustrated in table 3.1, it can be inferred that covariance-based SEM requires a large
sample size, normality, independence of observations, specific joint multivariate distribution, and
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can only analyze reflective observable variables. Additionally, in covariance-based SEM the
analyses are regularly confirmatory, in other words, requires a strong theory backing up the
analyses. On the contrary, variance-based SEM can handle soft distributional assumptions, small
samples, can handle a larger number of indicators, can analyze reflective and formative
variables, and is very appropriate when research is in the developmental stage, and when normal
distribution and independence are not met by the data (Gefen et al. 2000; Chin and Newsted,
1999).
In this study, PLS will be selected as the appropriate technique for statistical analysis. As
mentioned above, there are many advantages that derive from variance-based SEM analysis. PLS
can handle small sample sizes, smaller requirements in measurement scales, and soft
distributional assumptions. Additionally, multiple observable and latent variables can be
handled. Plus, PLS can handle reflective and formative observed variables. Furthermore, PLS is
suitable for confirmatory but also for exploratory research (Gefen et al. 2000). Finally, PLS can
be used as a regression or a path model. The software used in this study will be WarpPLS 6.0
developed by Kock (2017). One of the advantages of this software is its ability to identify nonlinear relationships among the latent variables. WarpPLS 6.0 can either perform a Warp PLS
regression, robust path analysis, or a standard regression analysis. From the three mentioned
above, the most stable method should be selected to conduct the analysis. Table 3.2 showcases
the hypotheses that we tested.
Table 3.9 Hypotheses Tested

Hypotheses
H1a: Servant leadership has a direct relationship with performance
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Table 3.9 continued

Hypotheses
H1b: Servant leadership has a direct relationship with employee turnover
H1c: Servant leadership has a direct relationship with job satisfaction
H1d: Servant leadership has a direct relationship with absenteeism
H1e: Motivating language has a direct relationship with performance
H1f:

Motivating language has a direct relationship with employee turnover

H1g: Motivating language has a direct relationship with job satisfaction
H1h: Motivating language has a direct relationship with absenteeism
Motivating language mediates the relationship between servant leadership and
performance.
Motivating language mediates the relationship between servant leadership and
H2b:
employee turnover.
Motivating language mediates the relationship between servant leadership and job
H2c:
satisfaction.
Motivating language mediates the relationship between servant leadership and
H2d:
absenteeism.
H2a:

H3a:

Motivating language partially mediates the relationship between servant leadership and
performance.

H3b:

Motivating language partially mediates the relationship between servant leadership and
employee turnover.

H3c:

Motivating language partially mediates the relationship between servant leadership and
job satisfaction.

H3d:

Motivating language partially mediates the relationship between servant leadership and
absenteeism.

Motivating language moderates the relationship between servant leadership and
performance.
Motivating language moderates the relationship between servant leadership and
H4b:
employee turnover.
H4a:
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Table 3.9 continued

Hypotheses
Motivating language moderates the relationship between servant leadership and job
satisfaction.
Motivating language moderates the relationship between servant leadership and
H4d:
absenteeism.
The relationship between servant leadership, motivating language, and organizational
H5: outcomes will be significantly different in the US and India
H4c:

92
CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Model Assessment
This chapter will explain the different measures used to assess the instrument’s validity
and reliability. For ease of understanding, in the following sections, the variables will be
abbreviated as follows: servant leadership (SL), motivating language (ML), employee
performance (Per), employee turnover (ET), job satisfaction (JS), absenteeism (Abs), and
organizational leadership culture (OLC).
Validity
This section will cover the measures of validity used in this study.
Factor Loadings
Construct validity will be used to measure the validity of the instrument used in this
study. Construct validity is “the correct assessment of variables one wishes to study and it means
that the scores measure the construct that they are supposed to measure” (Kline, 2009, p. 62).
Construct validity is composed of convergent and discriminant validity.
Convergent validity refers to how well the indicators load on a specific construct; that is,
how well does the question measure what it intends to measure. Put differently, convergent
validity assesses whether a question was interpreted by the subjects the same way it was
designed to be interpreted (Kline, 2005). When assessing convergent validity, the expectation is
that the items load highly on the pertaining construct. Hair et al. (1987) suggests a minimum
threshold of 0.5.
Discriminant validity on the other hand, ensures that different constructs are in fact,
measuring different phenomena (Kline, 2009). A particular indicator should not closely relate to
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other constructs. Therefore it is important that the indicators for one construct do not load highly
on other constructs, because this would signify the indicator exhibits redundancy and collinearity
(Kline, 2005). If some indicators do not meet these criteria, these indicators can be removed.
As it can be seen in Table 4.1, in the United States sample, all of the loadings (in bold)
demonstrate convergent and discriminant validity. That is, they load higher than 0.5 on the
construct they are measuring, and do not have high loads on constructs they are not measuring.
Items that did not meet convergent and discriminant validity thresholds were eliminated.
Table 4.1 Combined factor loadings for the United States

SL1
SL2
SL3
SL4
SL5
SL7
SL9
SL10
SL11
SL12
SL13
SL16
SL17
SL18
SL19
SL20
SL21
SL25
SL26
SL27
SL29
SL30
ML_1
ML_2
ML_3
ML_4

SL
ML
Per
ET
JS
Abs
OLC
0.629
0.084 -0.054 -0.113
0.104 -0.171 -0.164
0.791
0.107 -0.078
0.105
0.289 -0.036 -0.164
0.756
0.100 -0.091
0.060
0.371
0.125 -0.105
0.772
0.095 -0.003
0.159
0.195
0.024
0.003
0.628 -0.243
0.019 -0.135
0.050
0.113 -0.331
0.521
0.120 -0.039 -0.019 -0.044 -0.228 -0.166
0.676
0.058 -0.042 -0.001 -0.177 -0.026
0.022
0.803 -0.056 -0.023 -0.214 -0.410
-0.07
0.206
0.784 -0.028 -0.097 -0.057 -0.047 -0.030 -0.137
0.735 -0.052
0.125
0.231
0.334 -0.013 -0.072
0.623 -0.181 -0.087
0.199
0.299 -0.095 -0.241
0.519 -0.103
0.023
0.260
0.288
0.147
0.028
0.670
0.023
0.021
0.038 -0.082
0.022
0.015
0.778
0.073
0.043
0.050 -0.185 -0.044
0.157
0.793
0.029 -0.026
0.001 -0.026 -0.001
0.053
0.707 -0.115
0.131
0.103
0.169
0.033
0.241
0.564 -0.161
0.018 -0.170
0.052
0.091 -0.274
0.737
0.114 -0.049 -0.203 -0.412 -0.025
0.168
0.643 -0.186 -0.021
0.037
0.005
0.133
0.120
0.784
0.093
0.089
0.031
0.063
0.130
0.181
0.828
0.051
0.053 -0.214 -0.354 -0.057
0.143
0.829
0.041
0.065 -0.074 -0.259 -0.020
0.084
-0.101
0.772 -0.034 -0.082 -0.140 -0.230
0.021
-0.180
0.735
0.018 -0.102 -0.234 -0.089
0.089
-0.144
0.734 -0.086 -0.241 -0.381 -0.127
0.225
-0.143
0.799 -0.023 -0.124 -0.209 -0.038
0.050
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ML_5
ML_6
ML_7
ML_8
ML_9
ML_10
ML_11
ML_12
ML_13
ML_14
ML_15
ML_16
ML_17
ML_18
ML_19
ML_20
Per_1
Per_2
Per_3
Per_4
Per_5
Per_6
Per_7
Per_8
ET_1
ET_2
ET_3
ET_4
ET_5
ET_6
ET_7
JS_1
JS_2
JS_3
JS_4
Abs_1
Abs_2
Abs_3

SL
ML
Per
ET
JS
Abs
OLC
-0.218
0.741 -0.046 -0.051
0.027
0.054
0.050
-0.241
0.769 -0.058 -0.157 -0.272 -0.017
0.181
-0.150
0.712
0.035 -0.267 -0.212
0.034
0.051
-0.240
0.726
0.032 -0.298 -0.362 -0.029
0.153
-0.176
0.749
0.045
0.081 -0.025 -0.003
0.370
0.138
0.657
0.070
0.119
0.271
0.237 -0.200
0.136
0.797
0.077 -0.048
0.013 -0.039 -0.145
0.076
0.866 -0.001 -0.087
0.035 -0.058 -0.070
0.121
0.808 -0.057 -0.042 -0.015 -0.016 -0.014
0.278
0.842 -0.043
0.114
0.214
0.075 -0.223
0.174
0.800
0.016
0.070
0.109 -0.003 -0.164
0.027
0.705
0.059 -0.052
0.109 -0.243 -0.088
0.160
0.570
0.049
0.466
0.401
0.217 -0.047
0.309
0.695 -0.005
0.038
0.176
0.176 -0.264
0.099
0.593 -0.023
0.468
0.411
0.108
0.020
0.110
0.633
0.001
0.476
0.318
0.122
0.017
0.027
0.182
0.774
0.039
0.131 -0.053 -0.090
0.070 -0.155
0.801
0.136
0.281
0.021 -0.104
0.047 -0.124
0.809
0.005
0.038
0.053
0.003
-0.082
0.029
0.786
0.014 -0.097
0.004 -0.020
-0.016
0.065
0.802
0.034
0.019 -0.045 -0.037
-0.097 -0.007
0.811
0.095 -0.049
0.049
0.247
0.031 -0.013
0.823 -0.182 -0.214
0.006
0.021
0.021
0.032
0.780 -0.140 -0.102 -0.039 -0.028
-0.058
0.012 -0.142
0.822 -0.359
0.054
0.040
-0.067 -0.039
0.044
0.778
0.081
0.017
0.029
0.326 -0.076 -0.016
0.747
0.070
0.088 -0.271
0.033 -0.116 -0.004
0.818 -0.191 -0.158
0.159
-0.125
0.046
0.034
0.899
0.072
0.040 -0.001
-0.094
0.051 -0.058
0.764
0.376 -0.132
0.057
0.017
0.107
0.131
0.845 -0.020
0.084 -0.030
0.176 -0.039 -0.032
0.024
0.905 -0.072 -0.113
-0.064
0.216
0.004 -0.204
0.830 -0.043 -0.022
-0.053 -0.058 -0.053 -0.121
0.836
0.054
0.120
-0.074 -0.114
0.083
0.296
0.839
0.066
0.024
0.265 -0.300
0.112
0.103
0.321
0.538 -0.072
0.104 -0.133 -0.067 -0.060
0.144
0.660 -0.058
-0.036
0.154 -0.079 -0.020
0.033
0.577 -0.075
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Abs_4
Abs_6
Abs_7
Abs_8
Abs_9
Abs_11
OLC_1
OLC_2
OLC_3
OLC_4
OLC_5
OLC_9
OLC_10
OLC_11
OLC_12
OLC_13
OLC_17
OLC_18
OLC_19
OLC_20
OLC_21
OLC_25
OLC_26
OLC_27
OLC_28
OLC_29
OLC_30

SL
ML
Per
ET
JS
Abs
OLC
0.005
0.120 -0.011
0.223
0.222
0.718 -0.107
-0.080 -0.042
0.040
0.072
0.153
0.808 -0.007
0.061 -0.068 -0.080 -0.171 -0.074
0.621
0.017
-0.198
0.166 -0.022 -0.015 -0.156
0.559
0.204
-0.035
0.110 -0.007 -0.090 -0.232
0.720 -0.055
-0.051 -0.035
0.117 -0.069 -0.439
0.615
0.192
0.079
0.051
0.022
0.085
0.236 -0.045
0.809
-0.023
0.101
0.001 -0.038
0.060 -0.042
0.771
0.082
0.044 -0.077
0.114
0.304
0.031
0.777
0.169
0.055 -0.018 -0.097 -0.157
0.049
0.743
0.216 -0.247 -0.020 -0.000
0.083
0.096
0.541
-0.375
0.006 -0.008 -0.068
0.036
0.055
0.701
-0.235
0.066
0.049 -0.170 -0.380 -0.145
0.805
-0.034
0.059 -0.056 -0.036 -0.082 -0.022
0.721
-0.187 -0.007
0.094
0.141
0.336
0.090
0.751
-0.212 -0.017 -0.034 -0.149 -0.069 -0.023
0.546
0.081
0.062 -0.032
0.097 -0.077
0.116
0.663
-0.241
0.090
0.062 -0.095 -0.251 -0.021
0.789
0.203 -0.179
0.056 -0.024 -0.059 -0.079
0.669
0.094 -0.139
0.094
0.115
0.274
0.068
0.758
0.314 -0.066 -0.052
0.091
0.172
0.051
0.777
-0.233
0.061
0.020 -0.075 -0.229 -0.086
0.811
0.314 -0.150
0.026
0.167
0.036
0.099
0.639
0.051
0.134 -0.060
0.041
0.118
0.109
0.801
-0.044 -0.066
0.012
0.228
0.099 -0.136
0.529
-0.018
0.040 -0.038 -0.081 -0.187 -0.100
0.818
0.060 -0.047 -0.043 -0.157 -0.189 -0.036
0.856

Similarly, in the Indian sample (Table 4.2), items load higher than 0.5 on their respective
constructs, and they do not have high loads on the constructs that do not pertain to that particular
item.
Table 4.2 Combined factor loadings for India

SL_1
SL_2
SL_3

SL
0.613
0.704
0.735

ML
0.026
-0.077
0.051

Per
0.061
0.161
0.128

ET
0.327
0.096
0.069

JS
0.352
0.205
0.119

Abs
-0.088
-0.005
0.008

OLC
-0.214
-0.051
0.005
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SL_4
SL_5
SL_8
SL_9
SL_10
SL_11
SL_12
SL_13
SL_16
SL_17
SL_18
SL_19
SL_20
SL_21
SL_22
SL_25
SL_26
SL_27
SL_28
SL_29
SL_30
ML_1
ML_2
ML_3
ML_4
ML_5
ML_6
ML_7
ML_8
ML_9
ML_10
ML_11
ML_12
ML_13
ML_14
ML_15
ML_16
ML_18

SL
ML
Per
0.699
0.109
0.043
0.542
-0.095
0.018
0.517
-0.100
0.041
0.587
0.181
-0.307
0.579
-0.034 -0.133
0.661
0.030
-0.08
0.637
-0.104 -0.098
0.534
-0.099 -0.112
0.562
-0.008
-0.09
0.587
0.011
-0.011
0.605
-0.011
0.029
0.676
-0.119
0.119
0.679
-0.006
0.117
0.678
0.072
0.04
0.576
-0.071
0.012
0.596
0.012
0.047
0.701
0.042
-0.026
0.771
0.005
0.052
0.591
0.073
-0.046
0.637
0.065
-0.068
0.737
-0.003 -0.009
-0.089
0.679
0.167
-0.036
0.746
0.027
0.078
0.739
0.205
0.076
0.735
-0.009
0.097
0.721
-0.084
0.005
0.79
0.032
0.045
0.743
0.016
-0.131
0.75
-0.003
-0.188
0.716
-0.147
-0.305
0.598
-0.200
0.043
0.759
0.209
0.029
0.753
0.173
0.086
0.766
0.081
0.046
0.796
0.076
0.039
0.792
-0.01
0.147
0.739
0.162
-0.067
0.672
-0.080

ET
-0.005
-0.076
0.070
0.205
-0.198
0.012
-0.306
-0.069
0.147
0.08
0.163
-0.067
-0.048
-0.319
0.284
-0.119
0.174
-0.326
-0.052
0.041
0.019
-0.103
-0.075
-0.183
0.038
0.263
-0.112
0.185
-0.067
0.022
0.198
-0.192
-0.109
-0.176
-0.192
-0.115
-0.209
0.105

JS
0.043
-0.126
-0.076
0.095
-0.243
-0.111
0.087
-0.211
0.162
-0.101
-0.033
0.272
-0.149
-0.133
0.135
-0.177
0.298
-0.282
-0.150
0.086
-0.120
-0.119
-0.111
-0.151
0.001
0.334
0.029
0.145
-0.006
0.041
0.292
-0.108
-0.135
-0.145
-0.154
-0.013
-0.165
0.078

Abs
0.007
0.363
0.190
-0.016
0.040
-0.171
0.047
0.070
-0.066
-0.118
-0.072
0.023
-0.136
0.195
-0.251
0.151
0.042
-0.076
0.034
-0.086
-0.006
-0.171
-0.187
-0.083
-0.069
-0.019
-0.017
0.036
0.090
-0.068
0.092
0.004
-0.035
0.153
0.141
0.04
-0.103
-0.013

OLC
-0.038
-0.074
0.042
0.006
0.028
0.255
-0.010
0.111
-0.178
0.005
-0.130
-0.120
-0.005
-0.040
0.118
0.246
-0.046
0.036
0.041
-0.039
0.061
0.011
-0.097
-0.086
-0.111
-0.111
0.014
-0.061
0.022
0.150
0.316
-0.045
-0.043
0.020
-0.012
-0.057
-0.138
0.138
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SL
ML_19 -0.144
ML_20
0.042
ML_21
0.018
ML_22
0.119
Per_1
0.101
Per_2
0.094
Per_3
-0.065
Per_4
0.073
Per_5
-0.095
Per_6
0.086
Per_7
-0.056
Per_8
-0.170
ET_1
-0.135
ET_2
0.113
ET_3
0.003
ET_4
-0.144
ET_5
0.040
ET_6
-0.066
ET_7
0.170
JS_1
-0.021
JS_2
0.130
JS_3
-0.107
JS_4
-0.002
Abs_3
0.082
Abs_5
0.077
Abs_6
-0.030
Abs_7
0.023
Abs_9
-0.128
Abs_11
-0.020
OLC_2
0.215
OLC_3
0.161
OLC_4
0.265
OLC_6
0.007
OLC_8
-0.049
OLC_9
-0.007
OLC_10
0.099
OLC_11 -0.134
OLC_12
0.136

ML
0.562
0.583
0.535
0.641
0.020
-0.039
-0.125
-0.004
-0.040
-0.039
0.129
0.106
-0.027
-0.154
-0.121
0.088
0.051
0.152
0.037
-0.055
0.049
-0.080
0.109
-0.057
0.086
-0.110
-0.085
0.034
0.158
0.004
-0.031
0.071
-0.135
0.011
0.132
-0.010
0.039
0.072

Per
ET
-0.169
0.115
-0.247
0.346
-0.227
0.181
-0.213 0.371
0.753 -0.251
0.773 -0.075
0.700 -0.083
0.775 0.002
0.751 0.051
0.732 0.021
0.739 0.143
0.651 0.220
-0.091 0.727
-0.033 0.575
0.005 0.789
0.028 0.645
-0.035 0.777
0.101 0.526
0.050 0.752
0.123 0.178
0.014 -0.138
0.021 -0.414
-0.203 0.424
-0.001 -0.071
0.066 0.082
-0.113 -0.156
0.021 -0.118
0.011 0.003
-0.005 0.300
0.086 -0.088
0.090 -0.178
0.132 -0.170
0.118 0.063
-0.048 0.204
-0.202 0.156
-0.028 0.071
0.006 0.016
-0.134 0.086

JS
-0.184
0.136
0.138
0.235
0.046
0.095
0.135
0.006
-0.058
-0.247
-0.158
0.205
-0.299
0.192
-0.210
0.007
0.183
0.149
0.063
0.835
0.765
0.755
0.635
-0.160
0.108
-0.039
-0.115
0.097
0.175
0.169
0.062
-0.006
0.035
-0.005
-0.265
-0.138
-0.109
0.082

Abs
0.088
-0.075
0.102
0.126
0.054
0.039
0.119
0.040
-0.048
-0.079
-0.134
0.010
-0.073
0.287
0.084
-0.335
0.088
-0.305
0.173
0.029
-0.004
-0.07
0.050
0.828
0.576
0.541
0.845
0.792
0.643
-0.101
0.005
-0.104
-0.158
0.121
0.004
-0.055
-0.039
0.057

OLC
0.325
0.073
-0.064
-0.099
-0.162
-0.181
0.055
-0.043
0.098
0.080
0.149
0.023
-0.073
0.111
0.125
-0.041
-0.025
-0.109
-0.008
0.105
-0.248
0.085
0.060
0.055
-0.048
-0.137
-0.004
0.041
0.042
0.676
0.637
0.580
0.583
0.532
0.511
0.598
0.653
0.626
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SL
-0.147
0.060
-0.086
-0.158
0.164
0.057
-0.006
-0.198
-0.086
0.066
-0.088
-0.098
-0.105
-0.035

OLC_14
OLC_16
OLC_18
OLC_19
OLC_20
OLC_21
OLC_22
OLC_24
OLC_25
OLC_26
OLC_27
OLC_28
OLC_29
OLC_30

ML
-0.067
0.036
-0.039
-0.006
0.076
-0.058
0.065
-0.117
-0.036
-0.091
0.095
0.096
-0.091
0.021

Per
-0.024
-0.002
0.028
-0.030
0.039
0.069
-0.031
0.044
-0.077
-0.081
0.083
-0.041
0.046
-0.102

ET
JS
0.164
0.270
-0.013 -0.456
-0.024 -0.298
0.173
0.428
0.036
0.034
-0.002 0.108
0.102
0.160
0.037
0.058
0.066
0.068
-0.166 -0.063
-0.14
-0.128
-0.143 -0.033
-0.084 -0.003
-0.038 -0.069

Abs
-0.123
-0.163
-0.159
-0.108
0.050
-0.031
-0.111
0.107
0.212
-0.017
0.134
0.234
0.061
0.126

OLC
0.585
0.533
0.694
0.700
0.694
0.731
0.539
0.639
0.598
0.687
0.700
0.693
0.709
0.666

Correlations among latent variables with square roots of Average Variance Extracted
Another way of measuring discriminant validity is using the square root of the individual
Average Variance Extracted (AVE), shown diagonally. The square root should be higher than
any of the correlations shown below and above it in order to assess whether the model has
discriminant validity (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Table 4.3 shows that all but one of the values
exhibit discriminant validity, namely SL in relation with ML and OLC.
Table 4.3 Correlations among latent variables with square roots of AVEs for the U.S.
SL
SL
ML
Per
ET
JS
Abs
OLC

ML
0.714
0.731
0.345
-0.569
0.643
-0.255
0.830

0.731
0.739
0.361
-0.526
0.614
-0.266
0.709

Per
0.345
0.361
0.798
-0.348
0.435
-0.289
0.311

ET

JS
-0.569
-0.526
-0.348
0.812
-0.798
0.311
-0.617

Abs
OLC
0.643 -0.255
0.830
0.614 -0.266
0.709
0.435 -0.289
0.311
-0.798
0.311 -0.617
0.853 -0.375
0.691
-0.375
0.652 -0.271
0.691 -0.271
0.733
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Something similar can be observed in the sample from India, in which the AVE for SL is
lower than the value of OLC, shown on Table 4.4, on the last row of the first column.
Table 4.4 Correlations among latent variables with square roots of AVEs for India
SL
SL
ML
Per
ET
JS
Abs
OLC

ML
0.637
0.466
0.336
-0.512
0.515
-0.053
0.691

0.466
0.71
0.56
-0.592
0.525
-0.249
0.475

Per
0.336
0.56
0.735
-0.413
0.541
-0.385
0.426

ET

JS
-0.512
-0.592
-0.413
0.691
-0.688
0.274
-0.545

Abs
OLC
0.515 -0.053
0.691
0.525 -0.249
0.475
0.541 -0.385
0.426
-0.688
0.274 -0.545
0.751 -0.402
0.642
-0.402
0.715 -0.227
0.642 -0.227
0.636

One possible explanation of SL not passing the test for discriminant validity in relation to
OLC is that both are measuring the degree of servant leadership, but SL is doing it at the
individual level, and OLC at the organizational level. With regards to ML having a higher value
relative to the SL’s AVE in the U.S. sample, a possible explanation is that even though both of
these constructs measure diverse aspects of leadership, they have in common the empathetic
concern for the subordinate. Additionally, the difference between these two coefficients is very
low, at 0.017.
Correlations among latent variables error terms with Variance Inflation Factors (VIFs)
It is important to ensure the model has discriminant validity among latent variables
because this will confirm that respondents did not mistake question-statements related to one
latent variable with other question-statements related to a different latent variable (Kline, 2005).
If there is a relation between constructs not related to hypothesized links, this could be a sign of
redundancy and collinearity between them. Because the AVEs did not yield conclusive results
regarding discriminant validity for SL, ML, and OLC, an additional test was conducted. This test
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consists of analyzing the correlations among latent variable error terms containing VIFs
associated with the error terms.
The correlations between the error terms with VIFs can reveal whether error terms are
highly correlated, indicating the presence of confounders. This would imply a causality problem,
in which there is no true association between two latent variables; rather, this association is
caused by a third or confounding variable (Kline, 2005). This can result in a spurious
relationship, and therefore exhibit a correlation between latent variables when in fact there is no
correlation at all. When error terms are highly correlated, this indicates redundancy. The
recommendation is that VIFs associated with error terms should be less than or equal to 3.3
(Kock and Lynn, 2012).
As it can be seen in Table 4.5, in the United States sample, all error terms with VIFs are
well below the 3.3 threshold, indicating there is discriminant validity among the latent variables
and there are no apparent confounding variables that explain significant relationships.
Table 4.5 Correlations among latent variables error terms with VIFs for the United States
(Error terms are shown in diagonal)
Correlations among latent variable error terms with VIFs
(e)ML (e)Per
(e)ET
(e)JS
(e)Abs
(e)ML
1.008
0.07
0.032
0.008 -0.019
(e)Per
0.07
1.083 -0.186
0.246 -0.166
(e)ET
0.032 -0.186
1.862 -0.678
0.204
(e)JS
0.008
0.246 -0.678
1.946 -0.255
(e)Abs
-0.019 -0.166
0.204 -0.255
1.085
The same can be observed in the Indian sample, illustrated in Table 4.6, in which the
highest error term correlation, 1.568, is less than the suggested value.
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Table 4.6 Correlations among latent variables error terms with VIFs for India (Error terms
are shown in diagonal)
Correlations among latent variable error terms with VIFs
(e)ML (e)Per
(e)ET
(e)JS
(e)Abs
(e)ML
1.005
0.011
0.008
0.025 -0.071
(e)Per
0.011
1.176 -0.111
0.321 -0.302
(e)ET
-0.008 -0.111
1.359 -0.510
0.198
(e)JS
0.025
0.321 -0.510
1.568 -0.342
(e)Abs
-0.071 -0.302
0.198 -0.342
1.196
Reliability
Reliability refers to “the degree to which the scores are free from random measurement
error” (Kline, 2005, p. 58). Additionally, reliability can also be interpreted as how consistently
an experiment will yield the same results after being replicated several times (Hair et al. 1998).
One of the most common measures of reliability is the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient. A good
guideline to follow is Nunnally’s (1978), which indicates that a Cronbach’s Alpha value of is
0.90 is considered excellent, a value of 0.80 is considered good, and a value of 0.70 is considered
adequate. The higher the coefficient, the higher the likelihood the variance is not caused by
random error.
Furthermore, an alternative reliability measure that can be used is composite reliability.
Composite reliability takes into account that indicators have different loadings. This one can be
interpreted the same way Chronbach’s alpha is interpreted (Henseler et al., 2009). These two
coefficients shed light on the internal consistency and quality of the instrument used.
Table 4.7 illustrates the composite reliability and Chronbach’s alpha coefficients for the
United States. As it can be seen, all coefficients are higher than 0.80 and most of the coefficients
are higher than 0.90. This indicates that the instrument has very good internal consistency.
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Table 4.7 Latent Variable Reliability Coefficients for the United States
Composite reliability coefficients
ML
Per
ET
JS
Abs
0.960
0.933
0.931
0.914
0.867
Cronbach's alpha coefficients
ML
Per
ET
JS
Abs
0.955
0.919
0.9130 0.875
0.827

SL
0.957
SL
0.953

OLC
0.960
OLC
0.956

In the Indian sample, shown in Table 4.8, the reliability coefficients are all above the 0.70
threshold.
Table 4.8 Latent Variable Reliability Coefficients for India

SL
0.942
SL
0.935

Composite reliability coefficients
ML
Per
ET
JS
Abs
0.955
0.904
0.863
0.837
0.859
Cronbach's alpha coefficients
ML
Per
ET
JS
Abs
0.950
0.878
0.812
0.738
0.799

OLC
0.939
OLC
0.932

Variance Inflation Factors (VIFs)
An additional analysis was conducted to ensure there was no multicollinearity among
latent variables. Multicollinearity is present when the correlations among variables are very high,
resulting in redundancy within the model. Block variance inflation factors (VIFs) measure the
degree of collinearity between variables. Following a rule of thumb, a score below 3.3 indicates
that there is no multicollinearity between latent variables. There are also two other criteria to
evaluate multicollinearity. The first one states that as long as the VIFs scores are lower than 5,
there is no multicollinearity (Hair, et al., 1998; Kline, 2005). The second one states that VIFs
values lower than 10 suggest no multicollinearity. The latter criterion is particularly pertinent
when only one indicator measures each latent variable. High VIFs indicate that two latent
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variables are measuring the same construct, and it is recommended to remove one of those two
latent variables.
Following the criterion of VIF indicators being lower than 5, the highest VIF indicator,
3.9, in the United Sates sample (shown in Table 4.9), suggest multicollinearity is not present.
Table 4.9 Variance Inflation Factors from Full Collinearity Tests for the U.S.

SL
3.752

ML
2.440

Full collinearity VIFs
Per
ET
JS
1.294
2.819
3.735

Abs
1.193

OLC
3.917

In the sample from India (Table 4.10), the highest VIF indicator, 2.756, is well below the
5 maximum threshold.
Table 4.10 Variance Inflation Factors from Full Collinearity Tests for India

SL
2.154

ML
1.961

Full collinearity VIFs
Per
ET
JS
1.765
2.296
2.756

Abs
1.322

OLC
2.467

Latent growth coefficients
All of the models analyzed in this study contain OLC as a control variable. One problem
encountered when including additional variables in the model as control variables is that this can
trigger an increase in collinearity or the occurrence of Simpson’s paradox. This paradox happens
when a correlation between two variables and the path coefficient between the same variables
exhibit opposing signs (explained more in depth in the subsequent chapter). Full latent growth
analysis helps avoid this problem by measuring the impact a latent variable has on all the links in
the model, without having to include this particular variable in the model and thus preventing the
variable(s) from affecting the measurements and disrupting the model and overall results (Ferrer
et al, 2004).
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There is a concern that the organizational leadership climate, and not the individual
servant leadership skills, could influence employee outcomes. Thus, organizational leadership
climate is used as a control variable, to define whether or not a servant leader can foster positive
employee outcomes regardless of the organizational climate. As it can be seen in Table 4.11, in
the U.S. sample, the relationships between servant leadership and performance, and servant
leadership and absenteeism were influenced by the organizational leadership culture.
The relationships between motivating language and employee performance, motivating
language and employee turnover, and motivating language and absenteeism are also influenced
by the organizational leadership culture. These 3 coefficients are not very strong, and they are
significant only at the 0.05.
While there is some degree of influence from the organizational climate to employee
outcomes, it is still believed that the relationships between servant leadership and outcomes are
very strong. A possible explanation could be that a servant leadership culture cannot thrive if
there are no servant leaders within that culture. Therefore, even though the organizational
leadership climate does have an influence on employee outcomes, without servant leaders, the
climate itself could neither survive nor have an impact on employee outcomes.
Table 4.11 Organizational leadership climate latent growth coefficients for the U.S.
SL

ML

SL
ML
0.006
Per
0.303***
0.139*
ET
0.030
0.143*
JS
0.082
-0.044
Abs
-0.195**
-0.146*
Note: * = Significant at the 0.05 level
** = Significant at the 0.01 level
*** = Significant at the 0.001 level
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Table 4.12 showcases the latent growth coefficients from the Indian sample. In regards to
the relationship between servant leadership and outcomes, the organizational leadership culture
has an influence on employee performance and absenteeism. In regards to the relationship
between motivating language and outcomes, organizational leadership culture has an influence
on absenteeism.
Table 4.12 Organizational leadership climate latent growth coefficients for India

SL
ML
Per
ET
JS
Abs

SL

ML

0.056
0.168**
0.016
0.104
-0.133*

0.062
0.104
-0.008
-0.222***

It can be concluded that the instrument used has validity and reliability. Furthermore, it
can also be concluded that organizational leadership culture influences employee outcomes, but
this one is in line with individual servant leadership behavior. The subsequent section presents an
evaluation of the best model as well as an assessment of that particular model.
Results
There are several indices that can help assess a model’s fit and quality. Usefulness of
these indices varies depending on the purpose of the statistical analysis. If the goal of a study is
to test a hypothesis, the use of the indices will not reveal much. If the purpose of the analysis is
to compare models to verify which has the best fit, such as in this study, then fit and quality
indices can be of value. As discussed in Chapter 2, this study seeks to analyze four different
models for the U.S. and four different models for India. These models will be compared using
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the average path coefficient (APC), average adjusted R2 (AARS), and goodness of fit (GoF)
indices.
APC, AARS and GoF
The path coefficient is the calculation of the possible effect of a predictor variable on a
criterion variable. Average path coefficient is the average of all the paths in a specific model.
The higher the APC is, the stronger the relationships between the variables in the model.
The R2 is used to assess how well the data fits within a linear regression. R2 illustrates the
proportion of the variance in a dependent variable explained by an independent variable. The
higher the R2 coefficient, the better the model predicts the endogenous variables. The adjusted R2
accounts for the adjustment of spurious increments. Adjusted R2 coefficients lower than 0.02 are
not considered to have enough explanatory power. The average adjusted R2 (AARS) is the
average of all the adjusted R2 coefficients in the model. When comparing models, the higher the
AARS, the better prediction performance of that particular model.
Goodness of Fit (GoF), or “Tenenhaus GoF”, is another way to test explanatory power.
The GoF is “defined as the geometric mean of the average communality and average R2”
(Wetzels et al. 2009, p. 187). In PLS, the GoF index is used to provide a global validation of the
model. The explanatory power is small if the GoF is equal or greater than 0.1, medium if it is
equal or greater than 0.25, and large if it is equal or greater than 0.36.
The U.S. Models’ results
This section will analyze the results for each model tested on the U.S. sample.
Direct Relationships
Model 1 proposes that only direct relationships exist between servant leadership and
employee outcomes and between motivating language and employee outcomes. Motivating
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language does neither mediate nor moderate the relationship between servant leadership and
employee outcomes. Figure 4.1 illustrates the individual path coefficients, individual R2
coefficients, and fit indices.
Figure 4.1. Model 1 for The U.S.: Direct Relationship Results

* = Significant at the 0.05
** = Significant at the 0.01
*** = Significant at the 0.001

Full Mediator
Model 2 proposes that motivating language acts as a full mediator between servant
leadership and employee outcomes. This would mean that servant leadership only influences
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employee outcomes through the use of motivating language. Figure 4.2 shows the results for
individual path coefficients, individual R2 coefficients, and fit indices.
Figure 4.2 Model 2 for The U.S.: Full Mediator Model Results

Partial Mediator
Model 3 proposes that motivating language acts as a partial mediator between servant
leadership and employee outcomes. In other words, motivating language mediates the
relationship between servant leadership and employee outcomes, but there is also a significant
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direct relationship between servant leadership and employee outcomes. Figure 4.3 illustrates the
results for each path coefficient, each R2 coefficient, and fit indices.
Figure 4.3 Model 3 for The U.S.: Partial Mediator Model Results

Moderator
Model 4 proposes that motivating language enhances the direct relationship between
servant leadership and employee outcomes. In other words, motivating language acts as a
moderator. The model’s results can be observed in figure 4.4.
The US fit and quality indices comparison between models
A comparison of the APC, AARS and GoF indices is necessary in order to choose the
best fitting model. Table 4.13 compares each model’s indices.
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Figure 4.4 Model 4 for The U.S.: Moderator Model Results

Table 4.13 APC, AARS and GoF comparison for the U.S.

Indices
APC
AARS
GoF

Models
Direct
Full
Partial
Moderator
relationships mediator mediator
0.278
0.522
0.329
0.317
0.284
0.293
0.334
0.261
0.410
0.414
0.443
0.391

From this table, it can be seen that the partial mediator model has the highest AARS and
GoF, which indicates the effect of predictors is strong and has a strong explanatory power. The
APC indicates the strength of the hypothesized relationships. Although it is best to have stronger
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relationships, this alone does not indicate that the model has sufficient explanatory power and/or
the best fit. Therefore, while the partial mediator model has the second strongest APC compared
to the other models, it has the highest AARS and GoF, and was selected as the best fitting model.
The U.S. Best Model Assessment
Model 3, the partial mediator model depicted in figure 4.3, is the best fitting model. This
means that even though there are strong and significant direct relationships between servant
leadership and employee outcomes, all the outcomes are influenced by the use of motivating
language.
The relationships between servant leadership and employee outcomes are strong and
significant. Servant leadership and employee performance have a positive and significant
relationship. Additionally, servant leadership has a negative and significant relationship with
employee turnover. There is a positive and significant relationship between servant leadership
and job satisfaction, and there is a negative and significant relationship between servant
leadership and absenteeism.
There is also strong evidence that motivating language acts as a mediator between servant
leadership and employee outcomes. The relationship between servant leadership and motivating
language is strong and significant. The relationship between servant leadership and employee
performance, through the use of motivating language is positive and significant. There is also a
negative and significant relationship between servant leadership and employee turnover through
the use of motivating language. Servant leadership also positively and significantly effects job
satisfaction through the use of motivating language. And there is a negative and significant
relationship between servant leadership and absenteeism when using motivating language.
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If motivating language acted as a full mediator and not a partial mediator, this would
mean that all the positive effects of servant leadership on employee outcomes would be possible
only through the use of communication, and in this case, specifically using motivating language.
But even though the relationships between servant leadership and employee outcomes are strong
and significant when motivating language acts as a mediator, the direct relationships between
servant leadership and employee outcomes are also strong and significant. This means that
employee outcomes are not solely influenced through the use of communication, but also by
modeling by example and positive behavior. Therefore, hypotheses H3a, H3b, H3c, and H3d are
supported, only for the US sample. Table 4.14 illustrates the hypotheses for model 3.
Table 4.14 Hypotheses for model 3 tested on the U.S. sample

Model 3 Hypotheses
H3a:

H3b:

H3c:

H3d:

Supported/Not
supported

Motivating language partially mediates the
relationship between servant leadership and
performance.
Motivating language partially mediates the
relationship between servant leadership and
employee turnover.
Motivating language partially mediates the
relationship between servant leadership and job
satisfaction.
Motivating language partially mediates the
relationship between servant leadership and
absenteeism.

Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

The US partial mediator model classic and additional indices
Having selected model 3, the partial mediator model, based on the best-fit indices, this
section will elaborate on the additional indices of this model, in order to determine the selected
model’s overall fit.
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Table 4.15, illustrates the classic indices. The table shows a strong APC, with a
coefficient of 0.329, and significant at the 0.001 level. Both ARS and AARS are significant and
have an acceptable value of 0.340 and 0.334, respectively, indicating the model fits well with the
data. Both average block variance inflated factor (AVIF) and average full collinearity variance
inflated factor (AFVIF) are below the 3.3 threshold, suggesting there is neither vertical
collinearity nor multicollinearity. The GoF coefficient of 0.443 has a large explanatory power.
The Simpson’s Paradox Ratio (SPR) indicates the absence or presence of the Simpson’s
paradox. The Simpson’s paradox occurs when a correlation between two variables and the path
coefficient between the same variables exhibit opposing signs (Blyth, 1972). If a trend appears in
different groups of data but reverses when the groups are combined, a Simpson’s paradox is
present. This means two conflicting outcomes can be drawn depending on how data are grouped,
leading to causality issues. The Simpson’s Paradox Ratio (SPR) for this model is equal to 1,
indicating the model does not exhibit Simpson’s Paradox.
The R2 contribution ratio (RSCR) measures the degree in which a particular model is not
influenced by negative R2 contributions, which can happen when the independent variable
decreases the variance explained in the dependent variable(s). When the RSCR equals to 1, there
is no presence of negative R2 contributions. The model’s RSCR is equal to 1.
The statistical suppression ratio (SSR) indicates the degree a model is absent of statistical
suppression instances. These instances occur when the path coefficient between two variables is
higher than the correlation between those variables, and it could indicate a causality problem. In
this model, SSR is equal to 1, meaning the path coefficients do not exhibit statistical suppression.
Table 4.16 illustrates the model’s additional indices. The standardized root mean squared
residual (SRMR) is the difference between the observed and the predicted correlation.
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Table 4.15 Classic Indices for the U.S.

Measures
Average path coefficient (APC)
Average R2 (ARS)
Average adjusted R2 (AARS)
Average block VIF (AVIF)
Average full collinearity VIF
(AFVIF)
Tenenhaus GoF (GoF)
Simpson's paradox ratio (SPR)
R2 contribution ratio (RSCR)
Statistical suppression ratio
(SSR)

Classic Indices
Model Fit
Recommendation
Indices
0.329,
Significant at the P<0.05 level
P<0.001
0.340,
Significant at the P<0.05 level
P<0.001
0.334,
Significant at the P<0.05 level
P<0.001
2.232
Acceptable if ≤ 5, ideally ≤ 3.3
2.736
Acceptable if ≤ 5, ideally ≤ 3.3
0.443
1.000
1.000
1.000

Small ≥ 0.1, medium ≥ 0.25, large ≥
0.36
Acceptable if ≥ 0.7, ideally = 1
Acceptable if ≥ 0.9, ideally = 1
Acceptable if ≥ 0.7

The standardized mean absolute residual (SMAR) is the mean of the sum of the absolute
differences between the former and the latter correlations (Kock, 2017). Assessing the SRMR
and SMAR, a value of zero will indicate perfect fit. Acceptable values for SRMR and SMAR are
less than 0.1. This model’s SRMR and SMAR are 0.08 and 0.06, respectively. This indicates the
model has an above acceptable fit.
The standardized chi-squared with 4094 degrees of freedom (SChS) is “calculated as the
chi-squared coefficient obtained from a test of independence comparing the contents of nonredundant cells of the model-implied and empirical indicator correlation matrices” (Kock, 2017,
p. 26). In order to assess the model’s fit, the SChS’ P value should be equal or lower than 0.05,
and the lower the value, the better the fit will be. The SChS P value for this model is less than
0.001, indicating the model has a perfect fit.
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Both the standardized threshold difference count ratio (STDCR) and standardized
threshold difference sum ratio (STDSR) measure the degree in which “a model is free from
instances in which the contents of non-redundant cells of the model-implied indicator correlation
matrix differ significantly from the corresponding empirical indicator correlation matrix values”
(Kock, 2017, p. 26). If the indices are equal or greater than 0.7, the model has an acceptable fit.
This model’s values are 0.98 and 0.93, respectively, meaning the values are higher than the
acceptable fit and are very close to having a perfect fit.
Table 4.16 Additional indices (indicator correlation matrix fit) for the U.S.

Additional Indices
Model Fit
Indices
Standardized root mean squared residual
0.084
(SRMR)
Standardized mean absolute residual (SMAR)
0.067
Standardized chi-squared with 4094 degrees of 29.643,
freedom (SChS )
P<0.001
Standardized threshold difference count ratio
0.981
(STDCR)
Standardized threshold difference sum ratio
0.933
(STDSR)
Measures

Recommendation
Acceptable if ≤ 0.1
Acceptable if ≤ 0.1
Significant at the
P<0.05 level
Acceptable if ≥ 0.7,
ideally = 1
Acceptable if ≥ 0.7,
ideally = 1

Given the results in both tables 4.15 and 4.16, it can be concluded that the model has
really strong fit index coefficients, and that in all instances these have a good fit.
India Models’ results
This section will analyze the results for each model tested on the sample from India.
Direct Relationships
As previously discussed, this model proposes that there is a direct relationship between
servant leadership and employee outcomes, and motivating language and employee outcomes.
There is no direct relationship between servant leadership and motivating language, meaning that
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the latter is neither a mediator nor a moderator. Figure 5.5 shows the results of the individual
path coefficients, individual R2 coefficients, and fit indices.
Figure 4.5 Model 1 for India: Direct Relationship Results

Full Mediator
The full mediator model presents motivating language as a full mediator between servant
leadership and employee outcomes. This would suggest that servant leadership only influences
employee outcomes through the use of motivating language. The model results for path
coefficients, R2 coefficients, and fit indices can be seen in figure 4.6.
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Figure 4.6 Model 2 for India: Full Mediator Model Results

Partial Mediator
The partial mediator model suggests that motivating language acts as a partial mediator.
Put differently, there are direct relationships between servant leadership and employee outcomes,
but these outcomes can also be influenced through the use of communication. Figure 4.7 shows
the model’s path coefficients, R2 coefficients, and fit indices.
Moderator
This model proposes that motivating language acts as a moderator between servant
leadership and employee outcomes. In other words, motivating language enhances the effect
servant leadership has on employee outcomes. Figure 4.8 shows the model’s results.
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Figure 4.7 Model 3 for India: Partial Mediator Model Results

India fit and quality indices comparison between models
A comparison of the models’ APC, AARS and GoF indices is shown in table 4.17. From
this comparison, the best fitting model will be selected.
Table 4.17 APC, AARS and GoF comparison for India

Indices
APC
AARS
GoF

Direct
relationships
0.302
0.308
0.389

Models
Full
Partial
Moderator
mediator
mediator
0.513
0.319
0.327
0.272
0.288
0.172
0.363
0.379
0.291
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Figure 4.8 Model 4 for India: Moderator Model Results

It can be seen that the direct relationships model has the best AARS and GoF, indicating
it has a strong effect of predictors and strong explanatory power. The APC, just as with the US
sample, is not the strongest one compared to the other models, but it is still comparable to the
partial mediator and moderator models. Because the direct relationships model has the best
explanatory power and the best fit, it will be selected as the best fitting model.
India Best Model Assessment
The best model in the sample from India is Model 1, the direct relationships model,
shown in figure 5.5. One possible interpretation of these results is that there is no apparent
relationship between servant leadership and motivating language. Servant leadership has its own
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individual effects on employee outcomes, and motivating language has its own individual effects
on outcomes. It is important to note that motivating language has a stronger impact on employee
outcomes than servant leadership in the Indian sample.
The relationship between servant leadership and performance has a weak path coefficient
and it is not significant. Servant leadership has a negative and significant relationship with
employee turnover. There is a positive and significant relationship between servant leadership
and job satisfaction, and there is a weak and non-significant relationship between servant
leadership and absenteeism.
When compared to servant leadership, motivating language has stronger and significant
coefficients in relation to employee outcomes. There is a positive and significant relationship
between motivating language and performance. There is a negative and significant relationship
between motivating language and employee turnover. Motivating language is positively and
significantly related to job satisfaction. And there is a negative relationship between motivating
language and absenteeism.
One possible explanation of these results is that servant leadership is not the best
leadership style in the Indian sample, to have a meaningful positive impact on employee
performance, and a negative impact on absenteeism. On the other hand, communication,
particularly motivating language, has a stronger impact in all employee outcomes. This could
signify that motivating language is more effective at influencing employee outcomes. These
results support hypotheses H1b, H1c, H1e, H1f, H1g, and H1h, but do not support H1a and H1d,
for the Indian sample. Table 4.18 illustrates the hypotheses for model 1.
India direct relationships model classic and additional indices
Additional indices will be analyzed for the selected model in order to further assess the
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Table 4.18 Hypotheses for model 1 tested on the Indian sample

Model 1 Hypotheses
H1a:
H1b:
H1c:
H1d:
H1e:
H1f:
H1g:
H1h:

Servant leadership has a direct relationship with
performance
Servant leadership has a direct relationship with
employee turnover
Servant leadership has a direct relationship with
job satisfaction
Servant leadership has a direct relationship with
absenteeism
Motivating language has a direct relationship
with performance
Motivating language has a direct relationship
with employee turnover
Motivating language has a direct relationship
with job satisfaction
Motivating language has a direct relationship
with absenteeism

Supported/Not
supported
Not supported
Supported
Supported
Not supported
Supported
Supported
Supported
Supported

overall fit of the model. Table 4.19 illustrates the model’s classic indices. These indices have
been explained in detail in the US model; therefore, only the results and their ideal or acceptable
values will be discussed in this section. The table shows a strong APC, with a coefficient of
0.302, and significant at the 0.001 level. Both ARS and AARS are significant and have an
acceptable value of 0.315 and 0.308, respectively, indicating the model fits well with the data.
Both AVIF and AFVIF are below the 3.3 coefficient, suggesting there is neither vertical
collinearity nor multicollinearity. The GoF coefficient of 0.389 is large, surpassing the 0.36
threshold. The SPR coefficient is 0.875, and is well above the threshold of 0.7, indicating the
model does not exhibit Simpson’s Paradox.
As mentioned before, the RSCR measures the negative R2 contributions. In this case, the
model’s RSCR is 0.993, which is above the acceptable value of 0.9. The SSR indicates the
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degree of a model being absent of statistical suppression instances. In this model, SSR is equal to
1, which means that 100 percent of the path coefficients lack statistical suppression.
Table 4.19 Classic Indices for India

Measures
Average path coefficient (APC)
Average R2 (ARS)
Average adjusted R2 (AARS)

Classic Indices
Model Fit
Recommendation
Indices
0.302,
Significant at the P<0.05 level
P<0.001
0.315,
Significant at the P<0.05 level
P<0.001
0.308,
Significant at the P<0.05 level
P<0.001

Average block VIF (AVIF)

1.368

Acceptable if ≤ 5, ideally ≤ 3.3

Average full collinearity VIF
(AFVIF)

2.115

Acceptable if ≤ 5, ideally ≤ 3.3

Tenenhaus GoF (GoF)

0.389

Small ≥ 0.1, medium ≥ 0.25, large ≥
0.36

Simpson's paradox ratio (SPR)

0.875

Acceptable if ≥ 0.7, ideally = 1

R2 contribution ratio (RSCR)

0.993

Acceptable if ≥ 0.9, ideally = 1

Statistical suppression ratio
(SSR)

1

Acceptable if ≥ 0.7

Table 4.20 illustrates the model’s additional indices. The SRMR and SMAR values of
zero indicate perfect fit. Acceptable values for SRMR and SMAR are less than 0.1. This model’s
SRMR is 0.09, and the SMAR is 0.07, both within the acceptable range.
In order to assess the model’s fit, the SChS’ P value should be equal or lower than 0.05.
The lower the value, the better the fit the model will have. The SChS P value for this model is
less than 0.001, indicating the model has a very good fit.
If the STDCR and STDSR indices are equal or greater than 0.7, the model has an
acceptable fit. This model’s values are 0.95 and 0.86, respectively, indicating acceptable fit.
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Table 4.20 Additional indices (indicator correlation matrix fit) for India

Additional Indices
Measures
Model Fit
Indices
Standardized root mean squared residual
0.098
(SRMR)
Standardized mean absolute residual (SMAR)
0.078
Standardized chi-squared with 4094 degrees of
75.109,
freedom (SChS )
P<0.001
Standardized threshold difference count ratio
0.955
(STDCR)
Standardized threshold difference sum ratio
0.862
(STDSR)

Recommendation
Acceptable if ≤ 0.1
Acceptable if ≤ 0.1
Significant at the
P<0.05 level
Acceptable if ≥ 0.7,
ideally = 1
Acceptable if ≥ 0.7,
ideally = 1

Given the results in both tables 4.18 and 4.19, it can be concluded that the model has
strong fit index coefficients, and that in all instances these are well above the acceptable fit
thresholds.
Because a different model was selected in both samples, namely the partial mediator
model in the US sample and the direct relationships model in the Indian sample, it can be
inferred there is a difference of perception in both countries. Thus, H5 is also supported. The
difference of perception in both countries is depicted by the hypothesis shown below on table
5.9.
Table 4.21 Hypothesis tested comparing both the U.S. and Indian samples

Hypothesis
H5:

The relationship between servant leadership,
motivating language, and organizational
outcomes will be significantly different in the US
and India

Supported/Not
supported

Supported
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Moreover, an unexpected finding showed that, in each of the two countries, servant
leadership and motivating language have a different effect on employee outcomes. In the U.S.
sample, employee outcomes are more strongly influenced by servant leadership. However, in the
Indian sample employee outcomes are more strongly influenced by motivating language. In other
words, the effect that servant leadership has on employee outcomes is stronger in the U.S. than in
Indian. This is illustrated on table 4.22.
Table 4.22 Effect of servant leadership on employee outcomes for the US and India
Servant Leadership
The U.S.
India’s
path
path
coefficients coefficients
Performance
0.360
0.047NS
Employee turnover
-0.362
-0.288
Job satisfaction
0.426
0.287
Absenteeism
-0.185
0.053 NS
Conversely, the effects that motivating language has on employee outcomes are stronger
in the Indian sample than in the U.S. one. Table 4.23 compares these results.
Table 4.23 Effect of motivating language on employee outcomes for the US and India
Motivating Language
The U.S.
India’s
path
path
coefficients coefficients
Performance
0.133
0.564
Employee turnover
-0.297
-0.488
Job satisfaction
0.302
0.425
Absenteeism
-0.162
-0.293
The following chapter will analyze the findings in more detail.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
Overview of Findings
This study was conducted in order to achieve a better understanding of the role that a
leader’s oral communication plays in servant leadership. Selecting a communication style that
attunes with servant leadership’s vision, goals, and dimensions was vital for this assessment.
Motivating language corresponds with the principles of servant leadership. Thus, motivating
language was the communication style of choice to perform this analysis.
Four competing models were tested in the U.S. and India to evaluate the influence of
communication on servant leadership and employee outcomes. These models uncovered a wide
range of possible roles for motivating language. The first model presents that motivating
language has no influence on servant leadership (direct relationships). The second model shows
that motivating language explains the relationship between servant leadership and employee
outcomes (full mediation). The third model proposes that motivating language accounts for some
of the relationship between servant leadership and employee outcomes, but at the same time,
demonstrated a direct relationship between servant leadership and employee outcomes that is not
influenced by motivating language (partial mediation). In the last model, motivating language
enhanced the strength of the relationship between servant leadership and employee outcomes;
put differently, motivating language provided a supportive context for the effectiveness of
servant leadership influencing employee outcomes (acted as a moderator).
In the U.S. sample, the best fitting model depicts motivating language as a partial
mediator. Therefore, servant leadership has a direct effect on employee outcomes, but these
effects are partly due to communication and, in this instance, motivating language. In other
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words, some of the effects servant leadership has on employee outcomes are derived from the
actions of the leader, but some can be explained by the communication style being used. This is
an important development because no prior research has indicated that communication, such as
motivating language, partly explains the relationships between servant leadership and employee
outcomes. The literature indicates there is a positive relationship between servant leadership and
employee outcomes, and this research corroborates it. As it can be seen in the partial mediation
model, the direct relationship between servant leadership and employee outcomes is strong. This
is a result of the leader’s actions being congruent with the servant leadership style, and these
actions being emulated by employees. The literature also indicates there is a positive relationship
between motivating language and employee outcomes, and the results obtained in this study are
similar as those conducted in previous studies, as mentioned in chapter 2.
However, this study adds to the literature by providing evidence that motivating language
is a communication style that complements servant leadership style. This study demonstrates that
there is a strong relationship between servant leadership and motivating language. As it can also
be seen in the model, the combination of these two constructs results in desired employee
outcomes. As hypothesized in the third model, motivating language partially mediates the
relationship between servant leadership and employee outcomes.
The results of the Indian sample are different. The direct model, which only hypothesizes
direct relationships between servant leadership and outcomes and motivating language and
outcomes, was the best fitting model. This is an interesting finding. In the U.S. sample, there is
confirmation of a positive and significant relationship between servant leadership and motivating
language. However in the Indian sample the best fitting model suggests there is no relationship
between servant leadership and motivating language. Furthermore, in the Indian sample, while
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motivating language has a strong impact on performance, employee turnover, job satisfaction,
and absenteeism, servant leadership only has an effect on employee turnover and job satisfaction.
The effect on performance and absenteeism was neither strong nor significant. These results
indicate that the relationship between servant leadership and motivating language is not
universal. This cross-cultural study shows evidence of different perceptions in these two cultures.
Additionally, in each country, servant leadership and motivating language have a
different impact on employee outcomes. A possible explanation for these differences is that in
the US sample, leading by example generates the best results in subordinates, while in the Indian
sample, communication is the key to achieve positive employee outcomes. Furthermore, in the
U.S. sample, leadership and communication are equally important in order to achieve employee
desired outcomes, but in the Indian sample, servant leadership does not seem to have a
meaningful impact.
Several inferences can be derived from these results. It is possible that servant leadership
is not as effective in India as it is in the U.S. A test comparing various leadership styles could
explain which is the most suitable in India. It may also be that in the presence of motivating
language, the leadership style diminishes in importance in India, making the communication
aspect an integral part of achieving positive results, and pushing the leadership style into the
background. An additional explanation could be that because the U.S. and India are very
different in their power distance dimension, with India scoring very high in power distance, the
leadership style is not of much relevance in India. Other factors that possibly influence the
differences in both counties may include economic development and individuals’ characteristics.
A more detailed study analyzing the cultural differences between the U.S. and India, and how
these are specifically relevant to leadership and communication, is necessary in order to
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understand why servant leadership and motivating language have different effects on these two
samples.
Managerial Implications
As discussed in the literature review, some communication theories focus on how to
provide employees with direction; however, this is insufficient. There are other vital aspects of
communication, such as making strong positive connections between the leader and
subordinates, and infusing meaning not only in what is expressed, but also in the delegated
actions. This is especially relevant in servant leadership, where genuine care for employees’
wellbeing is central to a leadership style. Motivating language can demonstrate a servant leader’s
unbiased concern for the employee’s personal and professional development.
Job performance can be positively influenced by offering comprehensive training which,
instead of focusing leadership style or communication style, focuses on a combination of the
two. The interplay of servant leadership and motivating language can result in a holistic
leadership training. Showing leaders not only how to behave, but how to communicate
effectively and congruently. Leaders can be trained to express themselves in a manner that
conveys their unconditional commitment to employees’ growth. They can learn to communicate
explicitly about organizational goals and goal attainment, dispel ambiguity in a kind and edifying
manner, hold employees accountable in a respectful manner, kindly redirect when necessary, and
inspire to engage and contribute to the organization’s future direction. This will in turn increase
job performance.
Servant leaders can also influence employee turnover by using motivating language to
help employees navigate the challenges faced in a fluid and ever-changing work environment. In
order to adapt to constant environmental change, businesses must often make a shift in
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organizational culture. When employees have an aversion to change and are uncomfortable with
new policies and procedures, leaving an organization may appear more feasible than adapting to
these changes.
Combining servant leadership style with motivating language can also increase job
satisfaction. A servant leader can use motivating language to communicate how the organization
holds each and every employee in high regards, how all contributions are considered valuable
with everyone having a purpose in the organization, and how the combination of individual
talents can create a healthier, more productive environment. A servant leader can show how
indispensable it is to an organization for employees to feel part of a greater whole. A servant
leader can show subordinates how crucial it is for them to develop strong personal bonds
amongst each other and to feel comfortable in the organizational environment.
Employees will not feel the need to evade their reality by being absent if they feel
comfortable in an environment because it is not hostile, punitive, and/or cut throat; if they feel
safeguarded and regarded as human beings; and if they feel proud about their personal and
collective accomplishments. Therefore, when a servant leader uses motivating language’s roles
of language, s/he can help diminish the likelihood of employee absenteeism. These are just few
examples of how servant leaders can utilize motivating language to make a better working
environment in which employees feel appreciated and comfortable, and this can increase desired
employee outcomes.
Conclusion
This study is unique in that it places emphasis on the communication aspect of servant
leadership. By investigating and delving deeper into both servant leadership and motivating
language, this study is able to provide a more holistic approach to understanding the important
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aspects of leadership communication. These two theories converge in many ways, and even
though they are unique in their approach to measuring different aspects of leadership, they
interlock so well that each one enhances the attributes of the other.
Because both theories pursue similar goals much can be transferred from one theory to
the other in the form of behavior and communication. Servant leadership promotes interpersonal
acceptance and motivating language fosters building strong emotional bonds. These two goals
can intertwine and give rise to a cohesive and supportive work environment. Finally, motivating
language helps reinforce the organization’s culture, making it an excellent vehicle that could be
used to foster the servant leadership culture, in which one of the main objectives is for all
employees to become servant leaders themselves.
However, this study also proves that the strength of servant leadership combined with
motivating language may vary across cultures. When comparing a sample from the U.S. and a
sample from India, it was discovered that in India motivating language has no effect on servant
leadership and servant leadership is not as influential as motivating language. Therefore, caution
should be warranted about the combined benefits of servant leadership and motivating language,
given that this effect may be culturally bound. A more detailed cultural analysis should be
performed in order to identify the sources of this discordance.
Limitations
There are several limitations in this study. First, the data collected is cross-sectional.
Thus, the results obtained only represent information at one point in time. This analysis provides
no evidence that the results will hold over time. Second, the study was only conducted in two
countries, so there cannot be any assumptions of cultural generalizability. Third, there could be
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alternative explanations of this study’s results, and/or latent variables not accounted for in the
study that could possibly explain the results obtained.
Furthermore, the theories have their own limitations. For example, studies such as this
one operate under the assumption that all employees are willing to grow personally and
professionally and are likely to search for meaning in the workplace. Likewise, there are also
questions of whether true care and concern for employees can be simulated in order to self-serve
personal motives.
Future Research
While cross-sectional studies are suitable to gain insight about phenomena, the
subsequent step is to make sure these results hold over time. This cross-sectional study can serve
as the basis for longitudinal study.
Another research method that can be used to further understand the relationship between
servant leadership and motivating language is an experimental study, involving several
experimental groups and a control group. The first experimental group can be trained in servant
leadership, the second experimental group in motivating language, and the third group can be
trained in both servant leadership and motivating language, while the last group can serve as a
control group receiving no training at all. This could serve as a measure to gauge the magnitude
of interplay between servant leadership and motivating language. Because there were different
results in both samples, it will be interesting to compare the experimental groups to see if indeed,
motivating language has a strong impact on servant leadership.
Additionally, qualitative studies could provide insights as to which combinations of the
dimensions of servant leadership with motivating language’s roles of language deliver the best
results in employee outcomes. Empirical studies could then debunk which outcomes result from
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communication, which result from the leader’s actions, and which result from a combination of
the two. This could also serve to consolidate these theories into a more comprehensive leadership
theory, which could further develop into an integrative managerial training on servant leadership
behavior and communication.
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Instrument
Servant Leadership
1. My manager gives me the information I need to do my work well.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

2. My manager encourages me to use my talents.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Disagree
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

3. My manager helps me to further develop myself.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Disagree
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

4. My manager encourages his/her staff to come up with new ideas.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

5. My manager keeps himself/herself in the background and gives credits to others.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
6. My manager holds me responsible for the work I carry out.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

7. My manager keeps criticizing people for the mistakes they have made in their work.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
8. My manager takes risks even when he/she is not certain of the support from his/her own
manager.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
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9. My manager is open about his/her limitations and weaknesses.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

10. My manager learns from criticism.
Strongly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

Slightly
disagree
[ ]

Disagree
[ ]

11. My manager emphasizes the importance of focusing on the good of the whole.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
12. My manager gives me the authority to take decisions which make work easier for me.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
13. My manager is not chasing recognition or rewards for the things he/she does for others.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
14. I am held accountable for my performance by my manager.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

15. My manager maintains a hard attitude towards people who have offended him/her at work.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
16. My manager takes risks and does what needs to be done in his/her view.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
17. My manager is often touched by the things he/she sees happening around him/her.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
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18. My manager tries to learn from the criticism he/she gets from his/her superior.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
19. My manager has a long-term vision.
Strongly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Slightly
disagree
[ ]

Disagree
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

20. My manager enables me to solve problems myself instead of just telling me what to do.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
21. My manager appears to enjoy his/her colleagues’ success more than his/her own.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
22. My manager holds me and my colleagues responsible for the way we handle a job.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
23. My manager finds it difficult to forget things that went wrong in the past.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
24. My manager is prepared to express his/her feelings even if this might have undesirable
consequences.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
25. My manager admits his/her mistakes to his/her superior.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

26. My manager emphasizes the societal responsibility of our work.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]
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27. My manager offers me abundant opportunities to learn new skills.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

28. My manager shows his/her true feelings to his/her staff.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Disagree
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

29. My manager learns from the different views and opinions of others.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

30. If people express criticism, my manager tries to learn from it.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

Motivational Language Scale
The examples below show the different ways in which your supervisor communicates with you.
Please select the answer that best represents your perceptions and mark them with an X.
PROVIDE DIRECTIONS / LANGUAGE TO REDUCE UNCERTAINTY
1. My supervisor provides useful explanations of what I must do at my job.
Very
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
2. My supervisor effectively guides me on how to do my job.
Very
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Always
[ ]

3. My supervisor gives me easy to understand instructions about my work
Very
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
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4. My supervisor provides useful tips on how to improve my work
Very
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Always
[ ]

5. My supervisor clarifies what it is I must do to receive rewards (additional).
Very
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
6. My supervisor gives me clear instructions on how to solve work problems.
Very
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
7. My supervisor provides specific information about how I am being evaluated.
Very
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
8. My supervisor provides relevant information regarding upcoming changes that may affect my
work.
Very
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
9. My supervisor provides relevant information regarding previous changes that affect my work.
Very
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
10. My supervisor shares with me news about organizational achievements and financial
conditions.
Very
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
EMPATHIC LANGUAGE
11. My supervisor praises my good work.
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Very
Often
[ ]

Always
[ ]
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12. My supervisor motivates me to make an effort at work.
Very
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Always
[ ]

13. My supervisor shows concern for my job satisfaction.
Very
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Always
[ ]

14. My supervisor expresses support for my professional development
Very
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Always
[ ]

15. My supervisor asks me about my professional wellbeing.
Very
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Always
[ ]

16. My supervisor shows confidence in me.
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Always
[ ]

Very
Often
[ ]

SIGNIFICANT LANGUAGE
17. My supervisor tells me stories about past notable organizational events.
Very
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
18. My supervisor provides me with useful information that I could not otherwise obtain through
official channels.
Very
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
19. My supervisor tells me stories about people who are admired in this organization
Very
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
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20. My supervisor tells me stories about people who have worked hard in this organization.
Very
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
21. My supervisor offers advice on how to behave in the organization’s social events.
Very
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
22. My supervisor gives me tips on how to "fit in" with other members of this organization.
Very
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
23. My supervisor tells me stories about people who have been paid by this organization.
Very
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
24. My supervisor tells me stories about people who have left this organization.
Very
Very
Seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
Performance
Each worker produces a result through their work. This can be a product or a service. Please
think carefully what you produce in your work and how this performance compares to that of
your coworkers. Mark with an X the brackets of the answer that best describes your work
compared to that of your colleagues:
(Supervisor Evaluation)
1. Which of the following choices best describes how your supervisor rated you on the last
performance evaluation?
Below
Above
Significantly
Average
Average
Average Above Average
Excellent
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
(Production: Quantity)
2. How does your output level compare to the output level of your colleagues?
Below
Above
Significantly
Average
Average
Average Above Average
Excellent
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
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(Production: Quality)
3. How does the quality of your products or services compare to that of your colleagues?
Below
Above
Significantly
Average
Average
Average Above Average
Excellent
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
(Production: Efficiency)
4. How efficiently do you work compared to your colleagues? In other words, how well you use
the resources available in the company or organization (money, staff, equipment, etc.)?
Below
Above
Significantly
Average
Average
Average Above Average
Excellent
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
(Adaptation: Anticipate problems and solve them satisfactorily)
5. Compared with your colleagues, how good are you at preventing or minimizing possible work
problems before they occur?
Below
Above
Significantly
Average
Average
Average Above Average
Excellent
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
(Adaptation: Awareness of possible solutions)
6. Compared with your colleagues, how effective are you in staying abreast of any changes that
may affect the way in which you work?
Below
Above
Significantly
Average
Average
Average Above Average
Excellent
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
(Adaptation: Speed adjustment)
7. How fast you adjust to work changes when compared to your colleagues?
Below
Above
Significantly
Average
Average
Average Above Average
Excellent
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
(Flexibility)
8. How well can you handle emergency work situations (deadlines, unexpected problems with
staff, problems with resource distribution, etc.) when compared to your colleagues?
Below
Above
Significantly
Average
Average
Average Above Average
Excellent
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
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Employee Turnover
Please mark with an X the answer that best describes how you feel about your current job
situation.
1. I hope to continue working for my current employer within a year from today.
Completely
Completely
Disagree
Disagree Neutral
Agree
Agree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
2. I would change jobs if I could find another position that paid the same as my current position
Completely
Completely
Disagree
Disagree Neutral
Agree
Agree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
3. I am currently looking for another job.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree Neutral
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Agree
[ ]

Completely
Agree
[ ]

4. I would like to work for my current employer until I retire.
Completely
Completely
Disagree
Disagree Neutral
Agree
Agree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
5. I would rather work for another organization.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree Neutral
Agree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Completely
Agree
[ ]

6. I do not see myself working in another organization.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree Neutral
Agree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Completely
Agree
[ ]

7. I would feel very happy if I could work for another employer.
Completely
Completely
Disagree
Disagree Neutral
Agree
Agree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
Job Satisfaction
1. Choose the ONE statement which best tells how well you like your job. Place check mark in
front of that statement:
_ I hate it
_ I dislike it
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_ I don’t like it
_ I am indifferent to it
_ I like it
_ I am enthusiastic about it
_ I love it
2. Check one of the following to show HOW MUCH OF THE TIME you feel satisfied with your
job:
_ All the time
_ Most of the time
_ A good deal of the time
_ About half of the time
_ Occasionally
_ Seldom
_ Never
3. Check the ONE statement which best tells how you feel about changing your job:
_ I would quit this job at once if I could get anything else to do
_ I would take almost any other job in which I could earn as much as I am earning now
_ I would like to change both my job and my occupation
_ I would like to exchange my present job for another job in the same line of work
_ I am not eager to change my job, but I would do so if I could get a better job
_ I cannot think of any jobs for which I would exchange mine
_ I would not exchange my job for any other
4. Check one of the following statements to show how you think you compare with other people:
_ No one likes their work better than I like mine
_ I like my work much better than most people like theirs
_ I like my work better than most people like theirs
_ I like my work about as well as most people like theirs
_ I dislike my work more than most people dislike theirs
_ I dislike my work much more than most people dislike theirs
_ No one dislikes his work more than I dislike mine
Absenteeism
Please answer the following questions about your usual attendance habits.
1. Approximately how often did you miss work last month? _____
2. I never miss work.
Completely
Disagree
[ ]

Disagree
[ ]

Agree
[ ]

Completely
Agree
[ ]
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3. I am absent from work more often when compared to my coworkers.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Agree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Completely
Agree
[ ]

4. I would only miss work under extreme circumstances.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]

Agree
[ ]

Completely
Agree
[ ]

5. I have been sanctioned due the number of my absences.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Agree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Completely
Agree
[ ]

6. Is very important for me to never miss work.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]

Agree
[ ]

Completely
Agree
[ ]

7. I generally miss work.
Completely
Disagree
[ ]

Disagree
[ ]

Agree
[ ]

Completely
Agree
[ ]

8. I feel bad if I have to miss work.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]

Agree
[ ]

Completely
Agree
[ ]

Agree
[ ]

Completely
Agree
[ ]

9. I do not care if I have to miss work.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]

10. I feel like I have disappointed the organization where I work if I am absent.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Agree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Completely
Agree
[ ]

11. I enjoy the days I miss work.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]

Completely
Agree
[ ]

Agree
[ ]
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Cultural dimensions
Please read questions and answers carefully. Think of an ideal job, disregarding your present job,
if you have one. In choosing an ideal job, how important would it be to you to ... (please mark
one answer in each line across). Additionally, to what extent do you agree or disagree with each
of the following statements?
Power Distance
1. Have a good working relationship with your direct superior
Of utmost
Very
Of moderate
Of little
importance
important
importance
importance
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Of very little or
no importance
[ ]

2. Be consulted by your direct superior in his/her decisions
Of utmost
Very
Of moderate
Of little
importance
important
importance
importance
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Of very little or
no importance
[ ]

3. How frequently, in your experience, are subordinates afraid to express disagreement with their
superiors?
Very seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
Frequently Very frequently
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
4. An organization structure in which certain subordinates have two bosses should be avoided at
all costs
Strongly agree
Agree
Undecided
Disagree
Strongly disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
Individualism/Collectivism
5. Have sufficient time for your personal or family life
Of utmost
Very
Of moderate
importance
important
importance
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Of little
Of very little or
importance
no importance
[ ]
[ ]

6. Have good physical working conditions (good ventilation and lighting, adequate work space,
etc.)
Of utmost
Very
Of moderate
Of little
Of very little or
importance
important
importance
importance
no importance
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
7. Have security of employment
Of utmost
Very
importance
important
[ ]
[ ]

Of moderate
importance
[ ]

Of little
importance
[ ]

Of very little or
no importance
[ ]
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8. Have an element of variety and adventure in the job
Of outmost
Very
Of moderate
importance
important
importance
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Of little
importance
[ ]

Of very little or
no importance
[ ]

Frequently
[ ]

Very frequently
[ ]

Uncertainty Avoidance
9. How often do you feel nervous or tense at work?
Very seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

10. One can be a good manager without having precise answers to most questions that
subordinates may have
Strongly agree
Agree
Undecided
Disagree
Strongly disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
11. Competition between employees usually does more harm than good
Strongly agree
Agree
Undecided
Disagree
Strongly disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
12. A company's or organization's rules should not be broken - not even when the employee
thinks it is in the company's best interest
Strongly agree
Agree
Undecided
Disagree
Strongly disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
Masculinity/Femininity
13. Cooperate well with one another
Of utmost
Very
importance
important
[ ]
[ ]

Of moderate
importance
[ ]

Of little
importance
[ ]

Of very little or
no importance
[ ]

14. Have an opportunity for advancement to higher-level jobs
Of utmost
Very
Of moderate
Of little
importance
important
importance
importance
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Of very little or
no importance
[ ]

15. Most people can be trusted
Strongly agree
Agree
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly disagree
[ ]

Undecided
[ ]

Disagree
[ ]

16. When people have failed in life it is often their own fault
Strongly agree
[ ]

Agree
[ ]

Undecided
[ ]

Disagree
[ ]

Strongly disagree
[ ]
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Long term orientation
In your private life, how important is each of the following to you?
17. Personal steadiness and stability
Of utmost
Very
Of moderate
Of little
importance
important
importance
importance
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Of very little or
no importance
[ ]

18. Thrift
Of utmost
importance
[ ]

Very
important
[ ]

Of moderate
importance
[ ]

Of little
importance
[ ]

Of very little or
no importance
[ ]

19. Persistence (perseverance)
Of utmost
Very
importance
important
[ ]
[ ]

Of moderate
importance
[ ]

Of little
importance
[ ]

Of very little or
no importance
[ ]

20. Respect for tradition
Of utmost
Very
importance
important
[ ]
[ ]

Of moderate
importance
[ ]

Of little
importance
[ ]

Of very little or
no importance
[ ]

Organizational leadership climate
1. My organization gives me the information I need to do my work well.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

2. My organization encourages me to use my talents.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Disagree
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

3. My organization helps me to further develop myself.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Disagree
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

4. My organization encourages the staff to come up with new ideas.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]
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5. My organization keeps itself in the background and gives credits to others.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
6. My organization holds me responsible for the work I carry out.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

7. My organization keeps criticizing people for the mistakes they have made in their work.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
8. My organization takes risks even when it is not certain of the outcome.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

9. My organization is open about its limitations and weaknesses.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

10. My organization learns from criticism.
Strongly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

Slightly
disagree
[ ]

Disagree
[ ]

11. My organization emphasizes the importance of focusing on the good of the whole.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
12. My organization gives me the authority to take decisions which make work easier for me.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
13. My organization is not chasing recognition for the things it does for its employees.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
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14. I am held accountable for my performance by my organization.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

15. My organization maintains a hard attitude towards people who have offended it at work.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
16. My organization takes risks and does what needs to be done in its point of view.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
17. My organization is often touched by the things that sees happening around the organization
itself
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
18. My organization tries to learn from the criticism it gets from outside.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

19. My organization has a long-term vision.
Strongly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

Slightly
disagree
[ ]

Disagree
[ ]

20. My organization enables me to solve problems myself instead of just telling me what to do.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
21. My organization appears to enjoy its employees’ success
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

22. My organization holds me and my colleagues responsible for the way we handle a job.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
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23. My organization finds it difficult to forget things that went wrong in the past.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
24. My organization is prepared to express how it feels even if this might have undesirable
consequences.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
25. My organization admits its mistakes.
Strongly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Slightly
disagree
[ ]

Disagree
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

26. My organization emphasizes the societal responsibility of our work.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

27. My organization offers me abundant opportunities to learn new skills.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

28. My organization shows its true feelings to the staff.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Strongly
disagree
[ ]

Disagree
[ ]

29. My organization learns from the different views and opinions of others.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
Strongly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
30. If people express criticism, my organization tries to learn from it.
Strongly
Slightly
Slightly
agree
Agree
Agree
disagree
Disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
Demographic Characteristics
1. Your gender: Male

Female

Strongly
disagree
[ ]
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2. Your age:
18 -20
21-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
60 or older
3. Marital status:
Single
Divorced

Married
Widow/Widower

4. How would you categorize your racial/ethnic group?
[ ] White (non-Hispanic)
[ ] Black or African-American
[ ] Hispanic or Latino
[ ] Asian or Asian-American
[ ] Middle Eastern
[ ] Native American
[ ] Mixed Race
[ ] Other ______________________________
5. What is the highest level of education you have completed?
Did not complete high school
High school
College/university
Professional or graduate degree
Prefer not to answer
6. Approximately how many years of full time work experience have you had? _____
7. Approximately how many years have you worked for your current employer? _____
8. Which sector best describes the organization where you currently work?
[ ] Energy
[ ] Materials extraction (such as mining, oil drilling, or logging)
[ ] Industrials (production of goods used in construction and manufacturing)
[ ] Consumer good production – discretionary
[ ] Consumer good production – staples
[ ] Health care
[ ] Financial
[ ] Information technology
[ ] Telecommunication services
[ ] Utilities
[ ] Real estate
[ ] Education
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[
[

] Military
] Government (non-military)

9. My job is best described as:
10. _____ Unskilled Labor (requires little or no training to perform)
_____ Skilled Labor (requires moderate levels of training to perform)
_____ Professional Work (requires high levels of training and/or specialized certification to
perform)
11. How would you classify your organization´s size?
_____ Small (less than 100 employees)
_____ Medium (100 to 1,000 employees)
_____ Large (more than 1,000 employees)
12. Which category best describes your occupation?
_____ Management
_____ Independent contractor
_____ Business owner
_____ Owner-operator
_____ Office and administrative support
_____ Healthcare support
_____ Protective services
_____ Food preparation and services
_____ Personal care
_____ Installation, maintenance, and repair
_____ Grounds cleaning and maintenance
_____ Other service
_____ Trade worker or laborer
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_____ Professional, scientific, or technical
_____ Educator
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APPENDIX C
Questions used to perform the cultural manipulation check
Power distance:
An organization structure in which certain subordinates have two bosses should be avoided at all
costs:
Strongly agree
Agree
Undecided
Disagree
Strongly disagree
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
Individualism/Collectivism:
Have sufficient time for your personal or family life:
Of utmost
Very
Of moderate
importance
important
importance
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Of little
Of very little or
importance
no importance
[ ]
[ ]

Masculinity/Femininity:
Cooperate well with one another:
Of utmost
Very
importance
important
[ ]
[ ]

Of moderate
importance
[ ]

Of little
Of very little or
importance
no importance
[ ]
[ ]

Uncertainty Avoidance:
How often do you feel nervous or tense at work?
Very seldom
Seldom
Sometimes
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

Frequently
[ ]

Very frequently
[ ]

Of little
importance
[ ]

Of very little or
no importance
[ ]

Long term orientation:
Respect for tradition:
Of utmost
Very
importance
important
[ ]
[ ]

Of moderate
importance
[ ]

172
VITA
Sandra Gutierrez-Wirsching
December 2018
Email: lupegut@dusty.tamiu.edu
A.R. Sanchez School of Business
Texas A&M International University
5201 University Blvd.
Laredo, TX 78041
MAJOR FIELD OF STUDY
International Business Administration with concentration in Management
EDUCATION
M.B.A. Business Administration with concentration in Management, Texas A&M International
University, 2010
B.B.A. Business Administration with concentration in Marketing, Texas A&M International
University, 2007

PUBLICATIONS
Charoensukmongkol, P. Moqbel, M., & Gutierrez-Wirsching, S (2017). Social Media Sites Use
Intensity and Job Burnout Among the U.S. and Thai Employees. International Journal of
Cyber Behavior, Psychology, and Learning, 7(1) 34-51.
Gutierrez-Wirsching, S., Mayfield, J., Mayfield, M., & Wang, W. (2015). Motivating Language
as a Moderator Between Servant Leadership and Employee Outcomes. Management
Research Review, 38(12), 1234-1250.
Charoensukmongkol, P. Moqbel, M., & Gutierrez-Wirsching, S (2015). The Role of Coworker
and Supervisor Support on Job Burnout and Job Satisfaction. Journal of Advances in
Management Research. 13(1) 4-22.

EMPLOYMENT
Our Lady of the Lake University – 01/14/17 to 04/30/17
Management Visiting Professor

173

TAUGHT COURSES
Our Lady of the Lake University
Management Contemporary Topics – Principles of Responsible Management (Master level class)
Strategic Management Concepts and Processes (Master level class)
International Business Administration
Texas A&M International University
Principles of Management and Organizational Behavior
Organizational Behavior
Business, Government and Society
Special Issues in Management: Sustainability (writing intensive course)
International Business Administration
PROFESSIONAL PRESENTATIONS AND CONFERENCE PAPERS
Wang, W., & Gutierrez-Wirsching, S. Human Resource Management Strategies of a Start-up and
Job Retention: The Moderator Role of the Millennial Mindset. Presented by W. Wang
and S. Gutierrez-Wirsching at the Decision Sciences Institute Annual Meeting 2015.
Gutierrez-Wirsching, S., & Mayfield, J. The Importance of Servant Leadership and Employee
Career Development. Presented by S. Gutierrez-Wirsching at the Decision Sciences
Institute Annual Meeting 2014.
Gutierrez-Wirsching, S. Knowledge Generation, Transfer, Adoption, Organizational Facilitators
and Barriers. Presented by S. Gutierrez-Wirsching at the Decision Sciences Institute
Annual Meeting 2014.
Gutierrez-Wirsching, S., Mayfield, J., & Mayfield, M. Motivating Language as a Moderator
Between Servant Leadership and Employee Outcomes. Presented by S. GutierrezWirsching at the Decision Sciences Institute Annual Meeting 2013.
Jha, A., Kim, Y.J., & Gutierrez-Wirsching, S. The Determinants of Cross-border Corporate
Strategic Alliances: the Role of Trust, Cultural Distance, and Institutional Distance.
Presented by S. Gutierrez-Wirsching at the Decision Sciences Institute Annual Meeting
2013.

174

Charoensukmongkol, P. Moqbel, M., & Gutierrez-Wirsching, S. The Role of Social Support at
Work on Job Burnout. Presented by S. Gutierrez-Wirsching at the Decision Sciences
Institute Annual Meeting 2013.
Jha, A., Kim, Y.J., & Gutierrez-Wirsching, S. Cross-border Alliances and Trust. Presented by S.
Gutierrez-Wirsching at the 17th Annual Western Hemispheric Trade Conference 2013.
Gutierrez-Wirsching, S. Corporate Governance in NAFTA Countries: Need to Reach a Common
Agreement? Presented by S. Gutierrez-Wirsching at the 16th Annual Western
Hemispheric Trade Conference 2012.
SERVICE & REVIEWER
Reviewer for Management Research Review 2017
Reviewer for Inderscience 2016
Reviewer for Management Research Review 2014
Session chair of the Decision Sciences Institute Annual Meeting 2014
Reviewer for Decision Sciences Institute Annual Meeting 2014
Reviewer for the Journal of Business Inquiry 2013
Reviewer for the Decision Sciences Institute Annual Meeting 2013
Session chair of the Decision Sciences Institute Annual Meeting 2013

